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United States
eneral Accounting Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

Human Resources Division

B-219521

January 29, 1987

The Honorable Ted Weiss
Chairman, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental

Relations and Human Resources
Committee on Government Operations
House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This report responds to your request for information on employment-related
prqgrams for opplicants and recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFtc) benefits. The programs were bgun as a result of 181 legislative changes
permitting state AFDC agencies to operate work programs for their recipients. Much
of the current interest in altering federal work/welfare policy is based on these
recent state experiences. Areas we examined include participation, employment-
related activities, support services, and program results.

AS arranged with your office, unless you publicly announce its contents earlier, we
plan no further distribution of this report until 30 days from the date of its issuance.
At that time, we will send copies to the House Committees on Ways and Means and
Appropriations, the Senate Committees on Finance and Appropriations, the

cretary of Health and Human Services, and other interested parties.

Sincerely yours,

Richard L. Fogel
Assistant Comptroller General
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AS states and the admhiiStration focus on welfare reform and cutting
welfare rolls, program linldng work and welfare have become promi-
nent. Since 1981, states have experimented with new federal work pro-
grai n options for Aid to Families With Dependent Children (AFDz)
recipients. They have created programs that help participants look for
jobs, learn skills, or get work experience; programs with goals ranging
from requiring work in exchange for benefits to decreasing overall wel-
fare dependency.

Representative Ted Weiss, chairman of the Subcommittee on Intergov-
ernmental Relations and Human Resources, House Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations, asked GAO to examine these new work/welfare
programs. The review focused on five questions:

What are the programs' characteristics?
Who are the people in the programs?
How do the programs prepare participants for work?
What support services do the programs provide and to what extent does
the lack of these services act as a barrier to participation?
What are the progams' results to date and the problems with assessing
their effectiveness?

Background AFDC recipients considered employable have been required to register for
work, education, or training since the Work Incentive (will) Program
began in 1967. In 1981 and 1982, Congress authorized work program
options that let state AFDC agencies try different approaches. The
options were: (1) wit4 Mmonstrations, an alternative to wrN, both of
which are comprehensive employment and training programs; (2) Com-
munity Work Experience Programs (cwEP), a workfare approach; (3)
employment search; and (4) work supplementation, where AFDC grants
subsidize jobs. The Department of Health and Human Servkes oversees
these options. Thus, AFnc work program responsibility shifted away
from the Department of Labor and the state employment agencies,
which still provide employment and training services under the regular
wiri Program.

Although wiN Demonstrations such as Massachusetts' Employment and
Tradning Choices or California's Greater Avenues for Independence have
received much publicity, little is known about the characteristics of pro-
grams nationally, or their effectiveness. To obtain national data on work
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programs 1begun under the new options, we contacted 61 programs oper-
ating in 38 states in 1985, using a mail questionnaire and visits to pro-
gram sites.

The variety of work program options has given states the flexibility to
tailor their programs to local needs. But multiple legislative authoriza-
tions have resulted in a patchwork of administrative responsibilities and
lack of overall program directior . Further, the diSparate levelS of fed-
eral matching funds across programs limit states' ability to matcli work
program options with participants' needs. Program authorizations could
be consolidated and funding levels made consistent across programs
without reducing state flexibility.

To serve more participants, program spread their Imuted funds thmly,
providing inexpensive services, such as job search assistance, and
paying for few support services. Yet, the programs GAO examined served
only a minority of adult AF'DC recipients in 1985, excluding many with
young children or severe barriers to employment. Serving these people
would require more intensive services and greater support and thus
higher per-person expenditures.

Evaluations of the work programs have shown modest positive effects
on the employment and earnhigs of participants. But wages were often
insufficient to boost participants off welfare. Thus, progams should not
be expected to produce massive reductions in the welfare rolls. aome
participants, while not attaining employment, reach potentially impor-
tant interim goals such as completion of high school equivalency. These
gains, as well as more long term effects, such as job retention, have not
been assessed. A wider range of measures is needed tp determine the
overall impact of the programs.

When a state divides work program responsibility between its AFDC and
employment agencies, duplication of staff and services sometimes
results. In addition, federal regulations for the various program options
sometimes conflict, making coordination difficult.

Page 3 GAO/HRD-87-34 Work and Welfare



WIN Nmonstrations receive 90 percent federal funding, while the other
options are matched at 50 percent. Between 1981 and 1987, WIN funds
declined by 70 percent, limiting the resources available for education
and training. The other program options do not limit available federal
funds, but restrict allowable activities. Overall, the state programs
depended heavily on federal funds, making them vulnerable to federal
funding cutbacks.

Small Proportion of AFDC
Recipients Served

In 1985, the work programs reached a minority of adult AFDC recipients,
an estimated 22 percent in states with wiri Demonstrations operating a
full year. Most women with children under 6, the largest group of adult
recipients, were not required to participate. Some programs also
excluded people with minimal work hiStories or severe educational defi-
ciencies who would require more expensive support or education and
training services. Serving them 'right produce a greater payoff, how-
ever, because they are at risk of becoming long term, and thus more
costly, AFDC recipients.

Emphasis on Job Search Overall, the predominant service provided by vim' Demonstrations in
1985 was job search assistance, designed to place participants immedi-
ately in jobs, rather than improve skills. Lack of resources was a major
reason for this emphasis. Three-fourths of the wiN Demonstrations spent
less than $600 per participant. A few WIN Demonstrations emphasized
more expensive training and education services.

Outside Sources Used for
Support Services

Of the 61 programs surveyed, 59 offered child care assistance to their
participants, but half spent less than 6A percent of their 1985 budgets
for this purpose. Sixty programs provided transportation assistance,
with the median program spending 6.9 percent of itS budget. The pro-
grams depended instead on other sources, such as Social Services Block
Grant funds or their own makeshift arrangement& Program staff
reported that programs were not always able to meet participants' sup-
port service needs and consequently did not serve some who were
eligible.

Modest Improvements, but
Many People Remain on
AFDC

The few available program evaluations showed modest increases in
employment and earnings. In line with the typeS of services provided,
most participants ended up in low paying and/or part-time jobs, so that
in half the programs, fewer than 48 percent of the participants left AFDC

Page 4 GAO/PERD-87-34 Work and Wafare



after finding work. Other factors that may have limited positive results
included economic conditions (e.g., the job market) and the problems
participants faced in making the transition from welfare to work.

Unif OrM Information
Lacking

With few federal regorting requir.ementS or standard definitions, pro-
grams collected the data they chose, rnakhig comparisons difficult. Data
on such matters as participant tharacteristics, types of jobs found, and
job retention were not available.

Matters for
Congressional
Consideration

In deliberating legislative proposals to Change work program policy,
Congress should develop a coherent, streamlined federal work program
policy that would preserve some of the more desirable features of the
programs begun in the past 5 years. ro accomplish this, Congress may
wish to consider the following:

Authorizing one program that permits a range of services would give the
states flexibility to meet their local needs and help resolve the division
of administrative reSizionSibility;
PitiVidirig Stable federal funding with a uniform matching rate for all
options would help states plan their programs and emphasize services
they believe are most appropriate;
Encouraging states to serve people with severebarriers to employment
could hdp increase long-term prograni effects, but would also require
more resources;
Including more women with children under 6 would help them benefit
from education and training services before becoming long-terra welfare
users, though the necessary Additional child care could cost programs
more. While a participation requirement for these women may not be
desirable or feasible, voluntary participation could be encouraged if
appropriate activities and support services were available;
Determining the need for and providing adequate support services,
including SerViteS while participants make the transition to work could
help increase participation and job retention;
Developing more sophisticated measures of performance, including
interim progress and job quality, would aid in program assessment and
could enceurage serving the hard-to-employ; and
freveloPing a uniform federal reporting system with standard defini-
tions and a more consistent structure for program evaluation would help
in assessing progress, comparing programs, and assessing their
effectiveness.

age 5 GAWERD-8744 Work and Welfare
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Recommendations In view of the Matters for Congressional Consideration discussed above,
this report contains no recommendations for agency action

Agency Comments GAO did not request official agency comments on a draft of this report.
GAO discussed the scope of its work with agency officials and RS firtodings
and observations about programs with state program officials, whose
comments have been included where appropriate.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Background: In 1981 and 1982, Con ress gave state AFDC agencies new work
program options: (1) WIN Dernonstrations(2)_CommuniWork
Experience Provams (CWEP); (3) emplaymant search;_and_(4)ivort,
supplementation, a related form of which, grant diversion, is run as a
special project.

AFDC The majority of AFDC recipients live in households headed by women.
Population: From 1970 to 1985, the number of single-parent families on AFDC

nearly doublad.

About uarter_ol those wha ever useAFDC_receive it for more than
10 years_aver time._ Accounting for almost 60 percent of recipients at
any one time, this group uses a large proportion of program
resources, but their characteristics make them difficult to help.

Women face particular problems in becoming self-sufficient through
employment: child- rearing responsibilities, lack of child support,
earnings that are generalltless_than those of rnen,_high work
expenses (such_ as child care), and a generally lower level of
education or job skills.

Report Collected information on program characteristics, participants.
Methodology: activities, support services, and results.

Used a mail-out questionnaire to 61 programs in 38 states; visited 12
states.

Reviewed the literature on work programs and poverty; discussed
work/welfare issues with experts.

1 4
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Over the past 5 years, state agencies administering the Aid to Families
With Erependent Children (APD-C) Program have taken a new look at
linking welfare and work A developing consensus that this link should
be strengthened is signaled by the states' interest hi work-related pro-
grams, renewed as a result of federal legislative changes made in1981
and 1982. Such programs establish an obligation for participation in
return for benefits, an opportunity for recipients to obtain needed skills
and education, or both.

Although serving a minority of welfare recipients, some programs
such as California's Greater AvenueS for Independence (GAIN) or Massa-
chusettg Employment and Training (ET) Choiceshave received much
media attention as approaches to reforming welfare. Although past pro-
posals for comprehensive welfare reform have met with little SucceSS,
the idea of changing the welfare SyStem recently has attracted new
interest. An adm'miStration working group has developed a draft report
on the welfare system recommending a series of state demonstration ini-
tiatives that would include mandatory work programs for welfare recip-
ients. Independent a an overall welfare reform proposal, several
specific proposals to replace or alter work program authority have been
advanced, including one by the administration and several by members
of the Congress.

Although some of the new work programs are well-known and a few
studies are available on specific programs, little is known about the pro-
grams as a whole. Representative Ted Weiss, chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Intergovermnental Relations and Human Resources, House
Committee on Government Operations, asked us to examine the pro-
grams begun since 1981 to determine their progress and their implica-
tions for the future of work programs. Our review focused on the
programs' basic characteristics, program participants, activities partici-
pants attended, the support services they received, and program results
to date.

Most of these programs are not what is commonly known as
"workfare"work in exchange for welfare benefitsthough they are
often called by this name. While some programs adopt thiS approach as
their primary activity, other§ offer it only as one of several activities,
which might also include education and training, and still others do not
use it at all. This report therefore refers to the programs as a whole as
"work programs," pot as workfare.

Page 15 GAO/HRD-87-34 Work and Welfare



Chapter I
Introduction

New Work Program
Options

The 1981 and 1982 changes in work/welfare programs occurred within
the context of concern ahout increasing AFpc caseloads and expenditures
in the 1970s as well as the dramatk increase in labor force participation
among women with children during the past 20 years. These changes
raised questions about AFDC mothers with children being supported
without working,suggesting instead that they should at least be pre-
paring for work. The Work Incentive (wiN) Program, the primary pro-
gram directed specifically at helping Ame recipients reduce their need
for welfare, had been criticized both for the inefficiency of dual agency
administration and for failing to help many welfare recipients leave the
rolls.

In1981, the administration proposed eliminating WIN and requiring
states to establish mandatory workfare programs called Community
Work Exprience Programs (cwEP). The workfare concept was first used
in state and local general assistance programs as early as the 1930s, but
was prohibited for federally supported programs unti11981, except for
special demonstrations. In 1981; however, the Congress allowed states
to establish cwEP programs as one of three new work program options
authorized in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA).

Paramount =tong these options was that of operating WIN under a
single agency. Prior to1981, the WIN Program was jointly administered
by the Deiaartments of Labor (DOW and Health and Human Services
(rnis) at the federal level, and by the State Employment Security Agency
(sEsA) and the AFDC agency at the state level. This dual agency admktis-
tration was criticized as difficult to administer by many state officials,
who also believed that WIN was too inflexible to meet states' needs. For
example, all states were required to use at least one-third of their funds
for on-the-job training and public service employment.

OBRA gave states the option of operating experimental WIN programs
administered solely by the AFEC agencies. These "WIN Demonstrations"
gave states more flexibility in designing their prograrn.s and allocating
resources. Most of the servkes, however, are also available under the
regular wiN program, which this report does not address. WIN Demon-
strations, like the regular WIN program, may offer a range of services
including assistance in searching for employment, work experience, and
vocational sldlls trainirtg.

By the beginning of fiscal year 1986; 26 states had received demonstra-
tion status, accounting for over two-thirds of WIN funding. The WIN Dem-
onstration authority is temporary. The demonstrations may operate for

Page 16 GAO/HRD-87-34 Work and Welfare
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Chit liter 1
Introduction

three years from the date of initial approval by ails, except that those
approved before June 30, 1984; can be extended to June 30, 1987. The
deadline for all applications for demonstration status was June 30,
1985.

A third option authorized by OBRA was work supplementation in which
the participant's welfare grant would be used to subsidize a job in a
public or private non-profit entity. Ther*ficit Reduction Act of 1984
(DEFIIA) amended this option to permit job development in the private
sector. Prior to DEFRA'S implementation, similar programs known as
"grant diversion" were authorized using waivers pnnitted by Section
1115 of the Social Security Act. Finally, the Tax Equity and Fiacal
Responsibility Act (TEFRA) gave state AFDC agencies a fourth option,
employment search, through width they could require applicants and
recipients to look for a job either individually or as part of a group.

At the federal level, IIHS oversees the will Demonstrations and the other
options. Dot continues to share oversight responsibility with mis for
states with regular wzr programs.

Funding for the wzr program has been declining in the past 5 years.
Originallyi as more people came into the program, federal funding grew
from $98 million in1971 to $340 million in1974. (The federal govern-
ment pays 90 percent of wily costs; the state must provide the
remainder.) Funditil remained steady at about $365 Million over the
second half of the deeade. In 1981, funding began to decline, from $365
Million to $267 million in1985 and $211 million in1986; a total drop of
42 percent Funding for 1987 has been set at $110 million, or 70 percent
less than in 1981. In constant 1985 dollars, program funding was alMost
thme tithes as much in real terms in1974 as it was eleven years later in
1985 (see Fig. 1.1).

Page
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Figure 1.1: WIN Budget Authoritin 1968-
1987 (In Current and Constant 1985
Dollars)

800 Dollars (Millions)

200

100

1968 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87

Year

Cmistant 1985 $
Current $

States receive a WIN allocation from a fixed appropthtkm. That is, the
federal government providet 90 percent of the funding for WIN up to the
state's maximum allocation. With the creation of the Alm Demonstra-
tions and the decline in funding, the practice of allocating funds based
on performance ended and states received a set proportion from a
shrinking funding pool. The CWEP, job search, and work supplementation

Page IS GAO/HRD-87-34 Work and Welfare
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options receive 50 percent matching grants for administration as part of
overall AFDC administrative costs (which are not capped), although a
comparatively small amount of funds has gone to these programs.

The work programs run by AFDC agencies need provide very little data to
tuts on their participants and activities. While Hits provides a quarterly
reporting format for wiN Demonstrations, it requires only the most basic
data on participation and placement& (Regular WIN Programs have been
subjC.ct to much more extensive requirements.) Other work-related dem-
onstration projects must file quarterly progress reports, but are allowed
to decide what data they will report Programs that are not demonstra-
tions are not subject to reporting requirements.

AFDC Work Program
Participants

In 1985, about 11 million people, or 3.7 million families, received AFDC,
the main federal source of cash welfare for families with children.
Almost 10 mithon recipients in 1985 lival in families where there was
only one parentusually a woman. The restabout 1 million people
lived in families receiving AFDC-UP (AFDC for families where the principal
wage earner is unemployed).1 Thus, most AFDC work program
participants are likely to be women.

The number of single-parent families on PSDC nearly doubled from 1970
to 1985, growing from L8 to 3.4 million. (Anc-uP families grew at an
even faster rate, but accounted for a much smaller number of families.)2
Increased numberaof single parent families receiving AFDC reflect in
part the growth in the number of female-headed families in poverty-78
percent over the same time period. While the poverty rate for persons in
female-headed famlies changed little over this period, it is much higher
than that for other families=4 1/2 times that for all other families in
1985.3

Recent research using the Panel Survey of Income Dynamics (Pm), a 15
year longitudinal study, estimates that about a quarter of those who
ever use Amc receive it for 10 or more years over time. These long-term

'US. House, Committee on Ways and Means, fjound'htaterial-and-Data-on-Programs Within the
Juriscliction-of the-Committee on Ways and Means 99th Cong., 2nd seas. (Washington, DC: GPO;
1986); p.391.

2;tound Matetial pssi.

3BureaunitheCensus;foney Income and PoveM_Statos of Families and Persons in the_Urrited
States: 1985_(AdvanoaData fmm the Mwelt 1986Current-Populaili) n Survey); Current PopUlation
Reports; Seriee P-60, No. 154 (WaShingten, DC: GPO, 1986), pp.23=211.
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users account for almost 60 percent of AFDC recipients at any one time.*
They use a larger proportion of the total resources and are the most
difficult to help. The data indicate, that the people most likely to be long-
term users are thoge who

had never been married when they began receiving AFDC;
are black;
dropped out of high school;
have no recent work experience; or
entered AFDC when they were very young or their yotmgest child was
less than three years o12..5

IMMI
Objectives, Scope and
Methodology

Thus, thoae who would afford the greatest welfare savings by becoming
employed have to overcome the biggest barrierslack of education and
work experience, and child care responsibilitiesto achieve fmancial
independence.

Although many women move out of poverty through a change in family
structure such as marriage, they have particular problems in becoming
self-sufficient through employment Mrny women with child-rearing
responsibilities do not receive child support or receive less than the full
amount awarded them by a court. They enter a job market where
women earn leat than men. These and other factors such as transporta-
tion and child care costs, the economy as a whole, and their lack of edu-
cation or job skills are problems for women on AFDC who wish to find
and keep jobs.

In doing the work requested by the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Intergovernmental Relations and Human Resources, House Committee
on Government Operations, we sought to answer five questions in our
collection of information on work programs:

What are the characteristics of the programs nationally?
Who aro the participants?
what activities are providCid by the states to prepare participanta for
Work?

41)avid Ellwoodi Tante, "WouldA3e7 Lang-Term Recipients of AFDC (Princeton, NJ:
Mathematica Policy Research; Inc.; 1986) p.25;

5Ellwoo4 pp.4144. Some a these factors have no impact on welfare receipt in and of themselves, but
instead are associated with other factors related to long-term welfare receipt. For exarnplei_youn4_
mothers are likely to have other characteristics; such as having never beemmarried; associatedwith
long-term welfare receipt. The woman's age has no independent impact on length of time on welfare.
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What support services are pmvided to participants and to what extent
does the lack of these services act as a barrier to participation?
What have the program results been and what are the problems with
assessing those results?

To address these questions, we focused on the "new" work/welfare
effortsthe employment programs begun as a result of OBRA and
TEE-AAand gathered information on all such programs operating in
1985. The report provides information and comparisons by program
type. It does not compare the programs run by the AFoc agencies with
the regular wThi Program. Our review was conducted at wis' Office of
Family Assistance (whose functions are now in the Family Support
Administration), in the state agencies that administer the AFDC work
programs, and in localities where the proigams are being operated.

Types of Information
Collected

We relied on four sources: (1) a review of the literature and empirical
material on welfare, work programs, and trends in poverty.; (2) inter-
views with experts on welfare and poverty; (3) a mail survey for
descriptive data on all programs operating in1985; and (4) case studies
of programs operating in 12 states. Collection of the various tyges of
data overlapped to some extent. New studies on work programs came
out during the course of our project; we reviewed them as they became
available. Also, some site visits were completed prior to the mail survey
so that insights from the visits could enrich the development of the
questionnaire.

Literature Review and
Expert Consultants

In addition to the information we collected, we reviewed written mate-
rial on poverty and employment-related programs (see the bibliography
for sources consulted). We particularly notk=id resultt of the Manpower
Mmonstration Research Corporation (mime) on-going study in 11 states,
with 3 states completed at the time of our study. In 8 of the states, the
research design compares job placement success of participants with
that of control groups. The study allows MDRC to assess which portion of
the results are due to the programs and which to general employment
opportunities or individual attributes. The programs MDRC is studying
are from the same group covered by our survey, thus providing added
depth and, in some cases, measurable outcomes to our information.

TO supplement our material, we interviewed experts in the fields of wel-
fare and poverty. These included policy experts, program officials, rep-
resentatives of advocacy groups, and researchers.
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T11±OUgh our mail survey, we collected information on participation,
support services, funding, and job placements for 61 programs active in
1985 in 38 states. Because the federal government collects little informa-
tion on AFDC workprograms, each program had to be contacted individu-
ally. A lack of tmiform data definitions made data collection difficult
While this study is a first attempt at describing the AFDC work prograras
nationally, it should be viewed as a broad indicator of their status,
rather than a fully detailed picture.

A telephone survey to all states and the District of Columbia identified
programs meeting the following criteria:

operating under the authority of Title W-A or W-C of the Social Security
Act;
operated by the state Atme agency; and
operating in1985.

We defmed a program as a service or ,.,:roup of services which were
offered to the same pool of Al-Dc recipients. Thus, some states might
have several legislative options (e.g., a wiri Demonstration with a cwEP),
but consider them part of the same program while another state might
consider the same options to be separate programs.

The questionnaire (see App. 1) was based on our previous work and site
visits. We pretested it in three states. Because there are no uniform
reporting requirements for thew programs and each state collects and
summarizes data differently, we asked program s%aff to provide esti-
mates where actual figures were not available. All 61 progams
responded. To make the answers as complete and consistent as possible,
we discussed and obtained clarification of the answers on each question-.
naire through telephone calls to program officials. We did not, however,
independently verify the answers.

The data derived from our survey are presented in three forms in the
report (1) In some cases, we present aggregate data on the national
level, e.g., the total numbers of people involved in programs of each type
throughout the nation, or the total amount of money spent on each type
of program. (2) In other cases, we present progam-level data. For
example, we show the number of participants in five illustrative pro-
grams: the programs with the highest number of participants (the max-
imum), median number of participants, and lowest number of
participants (the minimum), and the 25th and 75th percentiles. This
latter way of displaying the data gives a sense of the variation between
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individual programs. (3) In a few cases, we present data on the state
level, e.g., the total number of participants or total expenditures for all
the programs iii each state.

Case Studies From She
VisitS

For a more extensive review of the programs, we visited 12 states
between Apri1,1985 and March, 1986: California (San Diego County),
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New York,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas, and Washington. These
were selected for diversity of program type and service, geographic dis-
persion, and our latowledge of specific programs gained from reviewing
Hits files. In addition to time spent at program headquarters, the visits to
states included trips to regional, county, and city welfare offices, as well
as sites at which program activities Tv Pre being provided.

During the visits, we met a bross-section of people associated with the
program& At the state level, we interviewed people such as comissioners
of the human services agency, program directors, staff in charge of var-
ious aspects of program operation, and staff ht agencies or programs
providing services to the work program, Puch as employment service or
Social Services Block Grant (ss% or title XX). At the county or regional
level, we met with local program directors, caseworkers, providers of
training, and employer& We observed activities such as job search work-
shops and orientation sessions and visited training facilities. We visited
work sites and spoke with work program participants. In several states,
we also met with representatives of legal services and other advocacy
groups. Our site visits were summarized in a standard format.
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Findings: Wlf4flemonst_ ,oneprovide the_widestrangeof_service_choices and
are the basis fo several new comprehensive programs, but the
authorization for most of them will expire in 1987.

Federal program authorizations allow flexibility in program design, as
well as disparate goals.

The existenueotfaut different program_authorities creates duplication
and inefficiency on the state level and impedes development of a
coherent work program policy.

Programs receive different federal matching rates. WIN funds have a
high gO-percent match, but declined by 70 percent between 1981 and
1987. Thus, some progiams emphasize the more limited services of
the other options to supplement their funds.

The programs depended heavily on federal funds in Fiscal Year 1985:
Over 70 percent of their funding came from federal sources, most
notably WIN. Thus, they are particularly vulnerable to federal
cutbacks.

Minimal federal reporting requirements impede obtaining a clear
picture of the programs.

Implications: Allowing states flexibility to tailor programs to local needs is a
desirable work program feature, but does not require multiple
program authorizations.

Declining funding, the temporary nature of the important WIN
demonskationoption,and other features of the current authorizations
combine ta createuncertainty about the future federal role in
employment-related welfare programs.
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The new options created by OBRA and TEFRA gave the state AFDC agencies
much flexibility hi designing their work programs, increasing their
ability to tailor programs to their own local needs. By 1985; 38 states
hell selected one or more options, forming 61 different programs. These
programs varied in administrative approaches and goals, which rang-ed
from quick reduction in the welfare rolls or enhancement of partici-
pants' long-term self-sufficiency to requiring work in exchange for wel-
fare. Creation of these new programs increased the division of work
program administration that began with the dual administration of wril,
as AFDC agencies in states with regular wiN programs set up programs of
their own.

Overall, the programs depended heavily on federal dollars, although
federal/state shares vaned across programs. Over 70_percent of the
$272 million soent on the AFtc work programs in 1985 came from fed-
eral sources. But the most important funding source, wm, declined by 70
percent from 1981 to 1987; Different program types receive different
levels of federal matching funds, which can lead to emphasizing specific
program services based on funding availability.

The 1981 and 1982 legislative changes grew out of compromise with the
administration over workfare and the states' wish to try a new form of
administering WIN. Thus, they were not the result of a coherent new
approach to welfare employment, but an attempt to allow states more
flexibility without deciding what permanent changes to work programs
were needed. OBRA and TEFRA allowed state AFDC agencies to operate four
new programs:

wmr Demonstrations, allowing the state welfare agency to operate the
wiN Program, are the most significant option. Like regular WIN Programs,
they can offer a comprehensive array of services, but have more flexi-
bility in designing activities. The authority to operate WIN in this manner
is temporary, however, due to expire for most states on June 30, 1987;
In Community Work Experience Programs, partkipants work off their
benefits in unpaid work assignments in public or priirate non-profit
agencies, a concept known as "workfare." CWEP participants must per-
form work with a useful purpose, but not substitute for regular workers.
Placement in =subsidized jobs must take priority over workfare jobs.
Employment (or job) search programs for applicants and recipients can
provide group job march classes, job development, work orientation,
and referrals. In the first year up to 16 weeks of job search may be
required, with 8 weeks per year thereafter.
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In work supplementation, the welfare grant subsidizes wages paid by
employers to participants. Employers may provide on=thejob training. A
similar option, called grant diversion, has been operated using waivers
under Section 1115 of the Social Security Act. The program's objective is
that the employer hire the participant as an unsubsidized employee at
the end of the training perk5d, usually between four and six montha.

Details on the major features of the four options that state AFDC agencies
are permitted to operate appear in Table 2.1.

2 6
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Table 21: Characteristics of Work Program Options
Characteristics WINDemonstratIons
Legislative Authority Title IV-Cof Social

Security Act

Available to State AFDC
CWEP
Title IV-Apt Social
Security Act, section 439

Agencies _

Job !march
Title IV-A of Social
Security Act, section
402(a)(35).

Work supplementation
Title-IV-A of Social
Security Act, section 414.

Purpose of Program Demonstrate single-
a ency administration of

IN program, with
abjective_of providing
training and employment
opportunities

Provide experience and
training for individuals not
otherwise able to find
employment.

Reduce welfare
dependency oy assitting
individuals in obtaining
regular employment:

Allow states to use AFDC
funds todevelopand
subsidize work positions
as an alternative to aid
provided to AFDC
recipients.

Geographic Scope May be less than
stalawide if state
designates remote areas.
Services may vary by site.

May include whole state
or designated areas.

Must be statewide. May be less than
statewide:

Participation
Who must participate Ages 16 to 64 (except

students 16-17); with
children 6 or over; working
less than 30 hrs./wk.;
living in WIN project area;
andnot seriously
physically or mentally
impaired.

Only recipients registered
for WIN may be required
to participate, except at
state's option, women
with o_hildren ageato 5 if
child care is available, or
those exempted from WIN
for remoteness may ha
included.

Applicants and recipients
required to register for
WIN; may include those
exempted from WIN for
remoteness.

No required participants;
state may establish
eligible categories.

Who may participate Exempt applicants and Mayallow volunteers from May allow exempted
recipients in WIN project exempted groups: groups to participate.
areas.

Anyone in eligible
categories.

Who is exempt Under 16 or 65 or order;
with childunder 6i
seriously ill; incapacitated;
or physically impaired,in
remote areaz working 30
hrs.-/wks or more; age 16.-
17 and is a full-time
student; or pregnant in
third trimester.

Anyone exempt from WIN
(witnthe_two exceptions
listed above); anyone
working at least 80 hrs./
mo and earning at least
minimum wage for that
job.

May exempt any applicant
who does not appear to
meet AFDC eligibility
criteria at time application
is filed; WIN exceptions
apply, with exceptions
noted above.

State may estabhsh
exempt categories.

Period of Participation Institutional training: avg.
no more than 6 months;
max 1 yr. Work
experience: no more than
13 weeks.

Not _more than number of
hours in any month
obtained by dMding
AFDC grant by minienum
wage_ Tim e period
unlimitecL

Applicants up to 5_wks, Grant may be diverted for
initially; up to 8 additional no more than 9 months.
wks. over 12-month
period.

.
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Characteristics
Sanctions for Mandatory
Participants

WIN Demonstrations
Refusaliepartopate or
accept employment
without good cause
results in reduction of
AFDC grant for 3 months
at first occurrence and 6
months at second:

AFDC-regularneeds of
personiefusing_to_ _ _

cooperate dropped from
grant calculation.

AFDC-UPif pemon
refusing is principal wage
earner, assistance for
entire family is denied.

CWEP
Samees WIN
demonstrations.

Job search
Samees WIN, except _
state may reduce period
for which sanctions are in
effect.

Work supplementation
N/A

SUOPört Se Mces
Child Care Provided; mother may

choose type, but may not
refuse if available. Any
necessary services may
be continuedfor_30 days,
or (at state option) 90
days.

Program mwpay for any
service necessary to find
employment or take
training. May be
continued for 30 days, or
90 days at state option.

Participant reimbursed for
day care costs or state
may provide directly, up
to $160/mo.

Participant reimbursed for
costs directly related to
participation, or state may
provide directly.

Must be furnie 0;_or
participants el 5 eher
paid in advance or
reimbursed.

No specific provisions.

Other May pay for family
planning, counselin

rèlãtëd
medical, and selected
vocational rehabilitation
service& May be
continued for 30 days or
90 days at state option.

Reimbursement up to
$10/mo. for other
expenses; state may
prwide werkers
compensation.

Other services necessary No specific provisions.
for participation.

Funding 90% federal match. 50% federal match for
administrative costs:

50% federal match for
administrative costs.

50% federal match for
administrative costs.

Components and
activities

May include but not
limited to: job training, job
search,jeb finding_clubs,
work experience, grant
diversion, education, and
service contracts with
state employment service,
JTPA, or private
placement agencies.

VVork experience primary
activity.

State may require
participation in any
combination of CWEP,
WIN, and job search. Job
placement must have
priori4! over other
services. May require
individual to participate in
employment search when
not in CWEP or WIN
actiity.

Eligible individuals may
takeerLavailable_
supplementedjob
provided by either public
or pnvate employers. The
administering agency may
pay all or part of the
wages. (This type of
program previously has
been run as special
31rantdiversion"
projects.
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state Work Program Choices

Each state must have either a wzr T.Yemonstration or a regular WIN Pro-
gram. The state, at its option, may also select any of the other three
options to operate in conjunction with the WIN program or on its own.
Because the cwEP, job search, and work supplementation option8 are
authorized under title WzA of the Social Security Act, which also autho-
rizes the AFDC program, they are sometimes referred to as the W-A work
programs. The services that various options permit are duplicative to
some extent WIN and WIN Demonstrations can offer a form of work
exgerience which is similar hi activities performed to that under CWEP,
although it differa in the determination of hours worked. The two forms
of wiN can also offer job search services similar to those provided under
the employment search option.

Disparate Work Program
Goals

The federal legislative and administrative framework leaves room for
the states to set different program goals. Throughout its history, the wni
program has been caught between the goals of (1) immediately reduchig
welfare expenditures through quick job placements and (2) helping indi-
vidualS increase their abilities to achieve long-term self-sufficiency by
improving their education and skills prior to placement in unsubsidized
jabs, which may or may not reduce expenditures more in the long term.
The new program legislation has not resolved the tension between these
two goals, leaving the choice to state governing officials or individual
program administrators.

Either goal is possible within the overall structure of a wiN Mmonstra-
tion. Job search programs by defmition have a goal of quick job place-
ments, while grant diversion or work supplementation programs take a
longer term approach by guaranteeing as much as 9 months in a subsi-
dized job.

Even a program type such as CWEP with a narrow range of services may
have a number of possible goals. CWEP goals may include:

helping welfare recipients find unsubsidized jobs,
deterring employable people from going on or staying on welfare,
providing services of value to local commtmities in retturn for their
expenditures on welfare, or
increasing public support for welfare by giving citizens cause to believe
that all who can work are doing so.

Our site visits and the literature provide examples of programs with
these various goals. We visited CWEPS that saw their main atiective as
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helping recipients learn skills and obtam permanent employment
According to an Urban Institute study, CWEP is most often used to pro-
vide limited work experience." We also found states emphasizing
workfare's potential in reducing welfare rolls and obtaining work in
exchange for welfare. One program MDRC studied even viewed CWEP as a
long-term employment program in an environment of high
unemployment2

Federal Funding Provisions
Differ

Federal funding formulas vary by program type. The federal govern-
ment provides 90 percent of will (including WIN Demonstration) funding
up to a fixed amount for each state. The other three programs receive
AFne administrative funds (sometimes known as "regular federal funds"
or W-A funds), for which the federal share is 50 percent with the total
amount unlimited. (As discussed below, however, the states have drawn
a relatively small amount of IV-A funds, most likely because of the
higher state contribution required.)

The two forms of funding can be mixed. States running a CWEP in con-
junction with a WIN Demonstration, for example, can use WIN money to
pay for cwEP activities. They can also receive IV=A fimds to fund CWEP
activities within the witv Demonstration. This funding arrangement can
mean that a state will spend its wiN Demonstration funds to the limit
because of the higher matching rate, then supplement them with IV-A
funds for allowable activities. This practice minimizes state
expenditures.

Overall Work Program
Administration Divided

At the national level, the establishment of WIN Demonstrations and the
three IV-A program options resulted in a further division of work/wel;_
fare policy among agencies in addition to that inherent in wiN. The 1981
and 1982 changes led to a much larger role for the AFDC agencies in work
programs. The regular WIN program continues to be administered jointly
by the nekartment of Labor and the Department of Health and Human
Services. The wiN lXmonstrations and the INT=A work programs, how=
ever, are administered solely by ims..The overall Dm role has diminished
as a result of decisions by half the states to adopt WIN Demonstrations in
lieu of regular WIN, repeated official administration proposals to phase

1Demetra Smith Nightingale, Federid-Emplayment and Training-PolicySges Dining the Reagan
Administration (Washington, DC: The Urban Institute, 1985) p. 80.

2Juditli M. Gueron; Work Intim:Ives for Welfare Recipients: Ikssons Fr= a Multi-State Rxperiment
(New York: Manpower Demonstiation ReSearch Cmporation, 1986) p. 25.
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out wm (and thus end DM'S role in AFDC work programs), and staff
reductions in DOL'S Employment and Training Achninistration.3

At the state level, thia adminiStrative division can result in duplication
and inefficiency, impeding development of coherent state work pro-
grams. The need to follow different regulations and reporting require-
ments for each program type creates administrative inefficiencies and
hampers program coordination, even when the same agency runs the
programs. MOreover, the new requirement to establish Food Stamp work
programs means that states must follow still another set of regulations
and reporting requirements. In 13 states with regular WIN programs, the
AFDC agency also runs its own work progam, Selected from among the
IV-A optionS. We found instances in which this dual system resulted in
duplication of intake, case management, and service provision or in the
WIN program taking participants with the fewest barriers to employment
and referring people with more severe problems to the IV-A program.
Finally, operating different programs in different parts of a state can
create inequities in services available to participants.

The administrative situation could become more complex if the WIN
Demonstration authority expires in 1987 as scheduled. If GongreSS has
not established a replacement program, the WIN Demonstration states
could have to revert to regular whq Programs run by the sEsA, recreating
the admnustrative structure for that form of wnsl and dismantling parts
of the structure in the AFDC agency.

Currently, states have a flexibility in program design that is evident in
the way the options are put together, differing methods of administra-
tion, and the changes made over the past 5 years. These changes, in
which states try one approach, alter or reject it, then try something new,
illust'ate how the programs develop, building on past experience.

By 1985; AFDC agencies in 38 states had joined the new work program
effort. Their choices from among the options reflect different geographic
distributions for two imogram types. The majority of WIN Demonstra-
tions were in Northeastern and Midwestern states, as figure 2.1 shows,
and the majority of cwEr3s were in Southern and Western states, along
with regular whq Programs. Job search and work Supplementation pro-
grams were scatterad throughout the country.

3Nightingale, P. 60.
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Figure 2.1: AFDC Work Program Options Chosen by States in 1985
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Note: Connwctinut, Indiana, and Tennessee started WIN Demonstrations at the beginning of
fiscal year 1986; but these programs were not included in our survey.

Many states chose to implement more than one option, as figure 2.1 also
illustrates, but sometimes operated them as a single program. Thus,
from the individual options states chose, we identified 61 progams
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operatecl.in federal fiscal year 1985. The programs included 25 wiN Mm-
onstrations,420 CWEPS, 6 Job Search programs, and 10 work supplemen-
tation/grant diversion programs.5Types'of combinations included:

WIN Demonstrations combined with CWEF, job search, or work supple-
mentation/grant diversion programs;
One or more small programs, such as CWEP or work supplementation/
grant diversion, operating in a limited area, separate from a wiN Demon-
stration; and
One or more of the CWEP, job search, or work supplementation/grant
diversion options along with a regular wiN Progam.

For analytical purposes, we divided the programs into four broad cate-
gories: W114 Demonstrations (with and without IV-A components), CWEPS,
job search programs, and work supplementation/grant diversion pro-
grams. Programs fitting in none of these categories precisely were
placed in the one they most closely resembled. (Table 2.2 lists these 61
programs by state. App. II provides additional information about each
program.)

4The 25 WIN DeitionstratiOns ihrhide 2 in the state of Maryland, which cverates an experimental,
more richly ftmded "Employment Initiatives"_program in two counties and a "regular" WIN Demon-
stration in other parts orthestate, as well as a San Diego "Saturation Work Project" which re-aembles
a WIN Demonstration but atMally Is operaled under asection 1115 Waiver. Thus, mily 23 states
actually operated WIN Denuatatrations in federal fiscal year 1985. During fiscal year 1986, 3 addi-
tiunal statesTennessee, Indiana, and Connecticutbegan operating WIN Demonstrations, bringing
the total to 26.

5Twelve stees and the District of Columbia operated only regular WIN programs and thus were
excluded from our survey.
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Table 2.2: State Work Programs as
Define d by GAO Survey'

State_

Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Florida

Georgia
Idaho

Illinois

Iowa

Kansas _x
Kentucky
Maine
Maryland Xxc

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Nebraska
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

North Carolina

North Dakota
Ohio xxa

Oklahoma X

Oregor,
Pennsylvania

South Carolina okd

South_Dakota x_
Texas

Utah xe x

Vermont

Virginia
Washington x xx

West Virginia
Wisconsin

WIN
Demonstration_

Wo ik sup pv. j.
_CWEP Alb_ search grant_di

X

x=Oneprogram of a particular type.
xx...Two programs of a type.
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°Our survey defined a pitxamrn as a service or group of servicesprovided to the same pool of AFDC
applicants and/or recipients. Some of these programs consolidate two or more of the options depicted
in figure 2.1.1n some cases, options that were not consolidated for our survey overlap In consultation
with the states, however, they were defined as separate prograrns to simplify completion of our
questionnaire.

bSan Diego's Saturation Work Program, which attempts to a_chieve a 75 percent participation rate and
offers a variety of services, was reclassified as a WIN Demonstration.

°Under its WIN Demonstrationi Marylandoperates a_special pilot project, "Employment Initiatives,"
which was summarized separately from the overall WIN Dern, nstration.

"In addition to their general CWEP programs, Ohio and South Carolina operate special CWEP projects
that train people to be day care providers.

°We classified as a CWEP Utah's Emergency Work Program for two-parent households, in which house-
hold memPers are required to work, train, or look for jobs in exchange for benefits.

fin FY 1985, Washington had two job search programs. One served AFDC applicants throughout the
state. The other served mainV AFDC recipients in areas where WIN did not operate; as well as some
recipients who were registered in the WIN program, but not assigned to an actMty,

Most of the programs were not statxwide (see table 2.3). WIN Demonstra-
tions were more likely to be statewide than the 117--A programs, but some
includW only the most populated areas or those with the largest concen-
trations of AFDC recipients. Most cvirEPs and work supplementation/grant
diversion programs not attached to a wiN Demonstration operated in
only a few counties. For example, South Carolina's CWEP was located in
only two counties; Colorado's grant diversion was found in only one. Job
search programs must be statewide.

Table 2.3: Geographic Coverage of
Programs by Program Type (Fiscal Year Figures are percentages
198.5)

WIN Job Woricsupp./ All
State -Demonstration_ _MEP_ search grant div. programs
Statewide 44 15 83 20 84
Statewide, but remote
areas excluded 20 _13

Limitegnconaam_a_ 36 85 i7a 57

Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
°Althoughjobsearchprdgrams must be statewide, states may consider that WIN job search satisfies
the requirement in wear where this service is offered. The 17 percent represents one program where
this situation applies. The program officials responded to our questionnaire based on the actual pro-
gram csverage, rather than the leg& coverage.

Descriptive Information
Lacking

The diversity of the programs as well as the lack of comparable infor-
mation impede a simple, coherent description of the work programs as ^,

whole. There are few fderal reporting requirements or standard defini-
tions of program elements (such as what constitutes participation) that
would aid in a comparison of the programs' common aspects. One reason
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for the minimal requirements for will EYemonstrations was that the
states found the wnsr requirements for detailed data collection too bur-
densome. We found that programs collected information in different
ways, according to different criteria, and sometimes did not collect cer-
tain types of data at all.

In several states we visited, program staff said they needed ways to
learn about other state programs and share experience& They suggested
that ims could take more of a "clearinghouse" role, systematically col-
lecting and distributing information. In addition, they said inLs could do
more to facilitate the exchange of methods and program approaches
among the states.

. .Achimustrative Approaches
Flexible

A variety of administrathre approaches reflected the flexibility the fed-
eral framework offers. While the W-A w prk programs were generally
operated directly by the state welfare agencies, we found WIN Demon-
strations that had retained a strong role for the sEsA. For example:

New York State s welfare departirtent contracted with the employment
security agency for services for WIN mandatory recipients, including an
employability plan, placement assistance, and training referrals. How-
ever, unlike the previous will progam, AFDC recipients who were not
placed returned to the welfare agency, which found them a training or
educational opportunity or placed them in a cwEP slot
In Texas, the employment security agency provided job search services
for the welfare department under its wrN Mmonstration. Participants
who did not fmd a job within 90 days were referred back to the welfare
agency. However, county welfare departments could ch3ose to take over
exclusive responsibility for the work program.

In all, 16 wrii Demonstrations contracted with the Employment Service
for program services.

We also observed programs in which the welfare department had all
responsibility for placing participants in jobs or training, even if some of
the actual services were proyided by the employment security agency.
For example:

Oklahoma welfare department staff developed an employability plan for
each participant, provided job search assistance, and referred partici-
pants to training activities run by the welfare agency and other
agencies.
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In Michigan, each county welfare department had funds it could use to
contract with other agencies, such as the job service, schools, and
training providers, to run special programs for registrants in the Mich-
igan Opportunity and Skills Training (mon) program, the WIN
Demonstration.

A work program caseworker, particularly in WIN Demonstrations, -
cal:1y acts as a mediator or broker, rather than a direct provider of ser-
vices. In such cases, his or her main duty is often to refer participants to
other services or to negotiate and contract with other agencies to gain
access to their services for AFDC recipients.

The existence of several different work programs in one state, with dif-
ferent funding sources, reflected the division of work/welfare admitt=s-
tration at the federal level. For example, Ohio's AFDC agency ran CWEP,
CWEP daycare, grant diversion, and -job search programs; while its sEsak
continued to provide employment-related services under the Arm pro-
gram. Coo-xlination among the programs varied by county. When dif-
ferent programs were located in the same county, competition for the
"best" participants coUld resUlt. For example, when Washington began
its CWFP, pthticipants were referred from the WIN program. A stady of
the program found that many of the people referred were unable to par-
ticipate because of health problems, illiteracy, or an inability to speak
English.6

On the other hand, such states as Pennsylvania and Michigan took
advantage of the flexibility allowed by the WIN Demonstration option to
consolidate their services for AFIX and General Assistance (GA) recipi-
ents. This arrangement became possible because states could change the
wiN structure to make it compatible with state GA work programs.

Programs Becoming More
Comprehensive

Current work programs build on previous experiences in work program
approaches, inci ding job club, supported work, and workfare experi-
ments from the 1970's and their own WIN experiences. The services the
programs provide are net new, but the interest and activity in the wel-
fare agency is. We observed states that displayed a process of trial and
error, sometimes trying several different approaches on a small scale
before implementing a larger program, sometimes starting with a large
program and modifying it over time. In general, they have moved

611aIN1sori, Evaluation ofthe Community Work Ekperience Program (Olympia, Washington: Depart=
ment of Sotial and Health SertriceS, 1984), p. 5.
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toward larger, more comprehensive progyams with a wider range of
activities including education and training. For example:

California recently began the Greater Avenues for Independence (GADO
program, providing job search first for most participants, then services
such as work experience and training. ThiS comprehensive program
culminated a history of work program experiments, begimiing with
workfare in the early 1970's and continuing since 1982 with San Diego's
job search/work experience program, a grant diversion progam, a satu-
ration work program (to achieve high levels of participation or "Satura-
tion"), and a WIN Demonstration consiating moStly of job search.
Initially, Michigan's WIN NmonStration heavily emphasized immediate
employment and cww. By 1985, the MOST program, the product of exten-
sive legislative debate, deemphasized inunediate job placement services
for AFDC recipients who are not job-ready. Participants lacking educa-
tion or employment skills were aSsessed and could be placed immedi-
ately in education or training, for which the program had additional
funds. The number of people in cwEP had declined almost by half while
the number in vocational training almost doubled.
Massachusetts' original WIN Lremonstration, begun in 1982, required wel-
fare recipients to participate in job search before skills training. Partici-
pants in this controversial mandatory program often found low-wage,
unstable jobs. In 1983, the program was redesigned as the well-known gr
Choices, which stressed education and training, and voluntary
participation.

In addition to California, the governors of New York and Illinois also
initiated major rew work/welfare prowrams funded inpart with WIN
Demonstration funds. New York's program, piloted in New York City,
was to provide participant aSsessment ard employment services tailored
to the individual. Minot:3' program, Project Chance, continued its WIN
Demonstration, but refocused it on training and education. But questions
about the future of the wiN Demonstration authority allowing the AFDC
agency alone to administer the WIN program create an uncertain environ-
ment for the initiation of such ambitious programs.

In states with regular wiN progyams, the prosrects for expansion of
their W-A programs are more conStrained. The WIN program receives the
federal funds specifically allocated for Alpe work programs and usually
takes priority in assigning participants in areas where the program
operates. Some states are trying to coordinate their IV-A programs with
WIN. For example, the state of Washington consolidated its WIN and IV-A
job search funding into a unified program, with the employment
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security a4ency taking over the job search services formerly provided
by the welfare agency. Consolidation would elimi aate the duplication of
staff and services that tdok place when the AFDC agency provided job
search services to AFDC recipients in non-wnsr areas and applicants state-
wide, while the employment security agency provided the same services
to AFDC recipients in areas with WIN.

Reasons for Choices Vary
With Locale

We identified several factors in addition to previous experiences that
influenced states' choices and development of work programs. Funding
provisions, the influence of agencies wishing to run a program, and sup-
port from public figures were among factors that formed unique local
combinations.

Funding provisions can influence what activities a work program
includes. A state's wir4 Demonstration allocation is fixed, no matter how
much it puth into the program. By adopting a W-A work program, a
state can supplement its capped wrN funds with =capped IV-A funds,
providing an incentive to run IV-A programs in addition to its WIN Dem-
onstration. The program may emphasize activitics allowable under the
IV-A program authorities, such as work experience and job search,
rather than training and education, which are allowed only with wn4
Demonstration funds.

According to an Urban Institute study, in some states the welfare
agency and the employment security agency were rivals over the control
of WIN, with the more influential agency winning. In others, both agen-
cies agreed on a course of action.7 Effectiveness also played a role: most
states whose WEN programs had high performance ratings initially chose
not to become WIN Demonstrations.8

Support from public figures was important, we found, in shaping the
programs and increasing their visibility. In Massachusetts, Illinois, and
California, for example, attention from the governor and/or legislature
influenced program services and brought prominence to work efforts
based on their WEN Demonstration authority and funds. Some legisla-
tures mandated the establishment of a workfare program, while others
opposed such a program.

7Nightingale, p. 61.

8Nightingale, p. 70.
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The high level of political interest in the work programs begun since
1981 contrasts with the lesser degree of interest in the preViOUS WIN pro-
gram A 1979 study of WIN found chat "state level elected officials were
generally unaware of and uninterested in WIN."9 A manifestation of this
new interest is that wIN Demonstrations are likely to have names, such
as "ET Choices" and "Project Chance," which make them readily identi-
fiable and promote a positive image. One reason for the heightened
political interest could be the freedom wiN Demonstrations gave the
states to design their programs. At any rate, this interest may be an
important factor behind the willingness of states to contribute their own
tuna: to the new work programs.

Program Funding Although a majority of states showed interest in the new program
options by adopting one or more of them, overall the programs depend
heavily on federal support. In 1985, they drew about 72 percent of their
total funding from federal sources. The actual percentage is slightly
higher, because programs included in an "other" category funds from
federal sources such as HPA and the Social &rvices Block Grant (title
XX), some of which could not be quantified separately. All together, the
programs spent over $271 million in 1985 (see table 2.4).

Table 2.4: 1985 AFCCIfirmit__Piagt rratuidlog by_Source_
Dollar amounts in thnnsands

Funding source
WIN-DintiOnstration-- CV/EP Job search

Mirk supp./
_ grant div. Total

Amount % Amount % Arnotant % Anichant % Amount %
Fedetal:

Regular federal $23,930 9 $2,500 46_ _$3,Z54 46 $791 39- $30,975 11

Special Federalproject_ 858 .3 114 2 522 6 748 37 2,242 .8
WIN 162254 63 129 2 0 0 0 0 162,383_ ___60

Subtotal 187,042 73 2,743 50 4276 52 1 .5.19 78 195,600 72
State 60,739 24 2.199 40 R-.8RA 48 355 18 67,178 25
Local 394 .2 355 7 0 0 5 .2 754 .3
Other 7518 3 166 3 0 0 126 6 7810 _3
Not Identifiable 500 .2 0 0 0 0 0 0 500 .2
Total_ $256,193 $5,463 $8;161 $2,025 $271,842
Percent of all Funds,' 94 2 3

9John J. Mitche144r.; Mark Lincolnehadwin; and Demetza Smith Nightingale; hawlementing Welfare-
Emplaytturartis:, An Institutional Arialyais Of the Work Incentive (WIN)-Program (Washington,
DC: Department of Health and Human Sëriices, 1970), p. 44.

,
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Note: Five of 61 programs could not report amounts for regular federal funds, special federal project
funds, or sources that were not identifiable. Four could not report state or other funds, and three could
not report WIN or local funds.
`Percentage totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.

Individual program typts differed in their dependence, with WIN Demon-
strations relying most heavily on federal funding because of their 90-
percent federal match, and CWEPS and job search programs overall
drawing the least on federal funds because of their required 50-percent
state match. Because W-A programs received one dollar in federal
money for every dollar the state put in, federal and state funds in these
programs overall were equally important funding sources. The degree to
which program types depended on federal funds is compared in
figure 2.2.

-
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Figure 2.2: Comparision of Proportion
of Program Budgets From Federal
Sources (Fiscal Year 1985)

100 Percent
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40

30

20

10.

0

WIN _ CWEP JOb Work Supplementedon/
Demonstration Starr% Griilit 13Nerslon

"T - Program with the highest proportion of federal funds

Li75th Percentile 75% of programs have proportions lower than this value

Median Program 50% of programs have proportions higher and 50% have proportions lower than this v

25th Percentile 25% of programs have proportions lower than this value

Program with the lowest proportion of federal funds

Within a program type, individual programs alifo showed great variety.
As shown in Figure 2.2, the proportion of foieral funding in wiN1Xmon-
strations ranged from 42 to 96 percent, with half receiving less than 80
percent. Thus many states put in more money than required under fed-
eral matching provisions. The variation reflects states' differing degrees
of commitment and ability to support their work programs t*yond the
10 percent they are required to provide. Work supplementation pro-
gams also showed a wide range, from 0 to 95 percent. These programs
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received a large proportion of special federal project funds, to which the
state must contribute 10 percent. Special project funds could, however,
be combined with the state contribution to match federal III=A funds,
making possible a 95-percent federal share. (Total federal, state, local,
and other work program ftmding for each state is shown in table 2.5.)

,
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Table 2.5: Total Work Program Funding
by State° (Fiscal Year 1985) Total Work

Program
Slate Funding
Alabama' 161,382
Arizona _ 3,239,589
Arkansas AJ345,938
California° 47,785,556
Colorado' 330,780
Connecticut' 151,640
Delaware 282,755
Florida _ _ 8,430;633
Seorgia 4,859,682
Idaho" 1,006,G00
Illinois 18,510,193
Iowa 060
Kansas"

,5

942,611
Kentucky' 1,538
Maine 2,693,664
Maryland 6;606,505
Massachusetts 30,000,000
Michigan 34,701,470
Minnesota' 222,095
Nebraska 986,067
New Jersey _12,595,000
New Mexico" 75,850
New York?: 3,3,935
North Carolina' 504,984
North Dakota" _ 256,684
Ohio" _1,846,727Oklahoma_ 5,504,083
Oregon 13,559,204
Pennsylvania 18,241,318
South Carolina' _223783
South Dakota 1,182,784
Texas 14,977,608
Utah° 409,701
Vermont' 799,008
Virginia 6,379885
Washington" 6,500,473
West Virginia° 5,447,565
Wisconsin 10,893.308
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*These states also had regular WIN programs, which Were not included in our survey, and which had
additional funding.

bTotals exclude budgets for one Small project, for which the information was not available.

qgew_York could provide Only partial ftinding information for its WIN Demonstralion and none for its
CWEP and work supplementation/grant diversion programa In addition, its WIN Demonstrationoper-
ated for only part of the year, so additional WIN funds would have been spent on the regUlar WIN
program.

WIN funds were the most important single source of fun ding, accounting
for 60 percent of the total for all programs, as table 2.4 indicates. The
programs drew about $162 million from this federal source, compared
with $31 million from regular federal, or IV-A funds. WIN Demondtra-
dons were by far the largest programs in termS of funding, spending
$256 million compaMd with about $16 million for the other program
tylSes combined. They drew the bulk of both federal wm and regular fed-
eral funds. This dependence on wusi funds results from the higher federal
match, even though the amounts available to states have been reduced.
It also suggests states' preference for the comprehensive approach and
the difficultyand leas attractive natureof developing large pro-
grams with substantial funding investments outside of the WIN program
with its richer funding.

The large federal share in WIN Demonstration funding means that of all
the work programs run by AFDC agencies, they are particularly vulner-
able to federal funding cutbacks. Total WIN funding, which covers both
WIN Demonstrations and regular WIN programs, declined by 42 p-ercent
between 1981 and 1986. By 1987, the drop was 70 percent About 70
percent of the program adminiStrators responding to our survey thought
that low funding impeded program implementation to dome degee, with
about 30 percent saying it did so to a great or a very great degree. In
subsequent chapters, we explore specific ways that funding affectspro-
gram operations.

A broad look at federal work program options and state choices from
among them shows three factors at work in the current work program
environment.

L The variety of services states can provide has allowed states the flexi-
bility to experiment with different approaches over time and develop
their programs to acconunodate local factors.

2. The complex array of program typesWIN Demonstrations, CWEP,
employment search, work supplementation, as well as the regular WIN
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programhas increased the division of work program policy and
administration. Some state AFDC agencies have one comprehensive pro-
gram encompassing a range of services, while others have several small
efforts. In some states all programs are run by the state AFDC agency.
Other states have the regular WIN program, in which the SESA provides
employment and training services and the AFDC agency arranges support
services while also running its own programs. Such an array of program
authorizationscreated through legislative comprorniseis not neces-
sary to provide flexibility. In fact, two of the INT-A options provide ser-
vices similar to ',Nose provided by the wiN program. Accommodation of
local needs could be provided for in one comprehensive authorization
with uniform funding and admixd3tration.

3. The future of federal involvement in work programs is uncertain. The
WIN Mmonstration authority, uSed by states as a springbpard to com-
prehensive programs such as Massachusetts' ET Choices, California's
GAIN, Michigan's MOST, and Illinois' Project Chance, will expire for most
states in 1987. Furthermore, federal financial support is declining. WIN
funds provided 60 percent of all work program funding in 1985, but
have declined by 70 percent in the past 6 years. Heavy reliance on this
source to nu: the programs could jeopardize their future, if states
camiot contribute more resources.

These elementS raise questions about future faleral and state roles and
responsibilities in providing employment-related services to AFDC recipi-
ents. The legislation authorizing these programs could be modified to
maintain the flexibility accorded to states while decreasing the com-
plexity caused by varying regulations and funding formulas.

4 6
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Findings: A minority of adult AFDC recipients participate in work programs run
by AFDC agenciesabout a fifth in WIN Demonstration states;
definitions of participation vary.

Women with children underBerelegallyexernpt frommost programs,
yet they are at risk of becoming long-term AFDC users:

i Little data on participant characteristics is available, but programs
exclude some people with multiple or severe bafflers to employment,
such as illiteracy or needs for support services.

Most prowamerestuire participation, but overallihey danotappear
punitive; in the median program, the number of people sanctioned
was about 5 percent of participants:

Implications: Programs could have egreater effect if expanded to more people, but
this would be expensive.

Aftimen_with young children could benefit from program services, but
adequate child caremustbeaviailable; questions remain about the
desirability of mandatory participation for this group.

People with little education or multiple support service needs could
also benefit, but the services needed can be expensive and long-
term.

Whilee rnandatoq pmrarrineednotbe punitive if viewed as an
opportunity, safeguards against arbitrary or inequitable benefit
reductions are necessary.
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Work programs run by Anc agencies served over 700,000 AFDC recipi-
ents in fiscal year 1985. In states that had WIN Eremonstrations, the com-
bined AFDC work programs served about a fifth of iu1t AFDC recipients.
In states with regular WIN, the AFDC Flzsency's IV-A work programs were
much smaller, involving less than 5 gercent of adult AF1X recipients
because the regular wmr program covers rnott participants these pro-
grams would serve. Work programs generally do not cover their entire
states. Moreover, over two-thires of programs with participation or reg-
istration requirements exempt over half of the caseload because these
individuals have children under 6 and, to participate, would require
child care. Detpite the limited population and area covered by the pro-
grams, our evidence suggests that they are unable to serve all of those
who are required or eligible to participate. Some programs screen out
those who are less employable, needing intensive and expensive ser-
vices. Over 80 percent of work programs require some people to register
and/or participate, but program staff generally are not punitive in the
way they enforce these requirements.

What Does
Participation Mean?

There is no standard measure of program participation used by an work
programs. HES requires WIN Demonstrations to report numbers of people
registering, not actually participating, in their programs. cwi3P, job
search, and grant diversion programs are not required to report any spe-
cific data. Programs that do collect participation data defme it in dif-
ferent ways. Some programs count as participants people who received
no services. For example, one program we visited defmed anyone who
was registered in its job search corngcnent or waiting for a CWEP slot as a
participant. Some programs count people who only received orientation
or assessment of their education and skill needs. Moreover, some people
placed in a "holding" status without participating in an activity are clas-
sified as participants. Other programs require some form of active com-
pliance with an employability plan approved by a case worker.

Because participation defmitions vary, and some are very liberal, partic-
ipation estimates are rough and probably higher in general than the
number of people who actually received a service or participated in an
activity. An additional problem hi determining participation arises
btc.ause some programs report participation on a monthly rather than
an annual basis. Some of these programs could not provide mutual esti-
mates of the individuals they served.
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AlYout four-fifths of the programs, including all of the wirl l-monstra-
tions, required some AFDC recipients to register and/or participate, as
table 3.1 shows. Only 11 programs had no requirements; only work sup-
plementation programs were predominantly purely voluntary. Eight
gercent of the wiN Demonstrations, 10 percent of the cwmes, and 10 per-
cent of the work supplementation programs had requirements for regis-
tration only. Massachusetts' ET Choices was an example of such a
program. The registration process was used as an opportunity to per-
suade the registrant that the program would be helpful. But most pro-
grams, including 92 percent of the WIN Nmonstrations, 70 percent of
Gym's, and 83 percent of job search programs, required participation of
some people. Appendix H specifies the programs that required
participation.

Table 3.1: Mandatory Participation and/
or Registmtion Requirements_by Figuresare_percentages_
Program Type (Fiscal Year 1985) WIN Job Wort supp./ All

Requirement Demonstration CWEP search grant div. programs
OnlY rilgiStrittion 8 10 10 8

Only participatiort 25 8
Both registration and
participation 92 45 83 30
No requirementS 20 17 60 18

In the programs we visited, officials tended to view the participation
requirementS as, not a hurdle mvc applicants and recipients must sur-
mount to receive benefits, but a way to "get people through the door"
people who might not voluntarily ;participate because of fear, distrust,
or lack of self-confidence. Once a participant was enrolled, the program
often was presented as an opportunity. Program names such as ET
Choices, Project Chance, and Options expressed this view. Some pro-
grams emphasized marketing to encourage volunteers or convince malt-
datory registrants that the programs had important services to offer. In
Massachusetts, for example, outreach literature was mailed and distrib-
uted in the community and at job fairs, and the governor held a series of
press conferences around the state to honor successful graduates and
recruit new participants.

Some critics claim that mandatory work experience is unfair to the
people who perform work of value, but are not compensated as other
workers are. IdDlic's studies of several progrants which included work
experience concluded that the jobs were not "make work," but involved
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needed services., Some positions may actually be the same as those of
regular employees who receive_pay higher than the ininirnum wage, the
rate by which CWEP hours usually are calculated. However, some pro-
grams use the average or prevailing wage for a position rather than the
minimum wage to calculate work hours.

Even in CWEP programs, Staff and participants sometimes saw the
required activities as a way to develop confidence and obtain needed
work experience. Program officials cited instances where participants
volunteered to work more hours than required or continued in their
cw u. positions after they were no longer required to participate. Partici=
pants we interviewed, however, also said that, while they liked their
woHc, they would prefer to have "real jobs," with wages and benefits. In
its surveys of work experience participants in five states, MDRC consist-
ently found that the majority of respondents were satisfied with the
work requirement and enjoyed their jobs.2 People who actually partici-
pated, however, may not be representative of the entire mandatory pop-
ulation, inCitiding AFDC recipients who were required to participate but
did not because they were screened out or sanctioned (had their benefits
temporarily reduced or eliminated) for various reasons.

What Is the Extent of
Participation?

The bulk of 1985 work program participants were in will Demonstra-
tions. Even so, these programs served a minority of adult AFoc recipients
in their states. Moat program reduced their caseloads by exempting
women with cliiklren under 6. Because of lirnited capacity, programs
also may have screened out people whose characteristics made them dif-
ficult to serve.

'Judith K Gueron, Work Initiatives for Welfare Recipients: Lesions from a Multi-State Experiment
(We* York MDIC, 19116), p. 25.

2Janet Quint, et al., Interim Findings from the MarylarsiEmphyment hdtiatiws Profirarns (New
York ManpowerDemortstnnion Research Corporation, 1984), p. 189; Daniel Friedlander, et al.
Arkamfaiglrinal Report-on-the-WORIC-Prograrnin-TwoCormtles (New York MDRC, 1985),_p 175;
Marilyn Price, -"rite n ndIngs fronx the Viri_Wment Services Prwram (New York MDRC,
1985),p. xidk Joseph Sall,InterimFindings on the West Virggnia Community Work Experience Dem-
onstrations (New York MDRC, 1984), p. xvi; aarbara Goldman, et al. Final Report on the San Diego
Job Search and Work Experience Demonstration (New York MDRC, 1985), p. 75.
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Based on our survey, at least 714,448 people participated in work pro-
grams run by AFDC agencies at any time during 1985, as shown in table
3.2.3 The bulk of these participants, about 680,000 were in will Demon-
strations. This is not surprising, since the IV-A programs coexist with
wiN programs and often operate in a small area.

Table 32:ParticIpantsinARIC WorkProgramsbyProgram_Typo(fiscaLYearA985)

Program type

No-of Ini .40-dromit4itanimia_Mother of Porikrtfanta-----
participants

(national total) Minimum
25th

Percentile Median
75th

Percentile Maximum
WIN Demonstration 681,854 1,262 4,920 16,959 35,997 120,000
CWEP 19,465 18 121 440 1,374 4,735
Job search 36,867 909 - . 2,102 5,457 10,637 12,543
Work snpplemenrationtgrant_divernion 3,006 82 129 238 404 782
Totalb 714,448

aThe 25th_percentile is the value jriumber of participantsybelow which 25 percent of the programs fall.
The 75th percentile is the value below which 75 percent of the programs fall.

EThis_number is an estimate of the unduplicated number of participants in the four program types; thus,
it is smaller than the sum of participants In the four programs. It was denved by asking state officials to
astimate the number of people who participated in all types of work programs combined. This table
irmludes participants in four_programsCWEPs in lowa. Pennsylvaniaand Minnesota, and Oregon's
WIN Demonstrationthat were unable to provide an unduplicated count of annual participants.

Program-level data also showed that the average WIN Demonstration
rved many more people than a typical IV-A work program, although

there was much variation within each program type (see table 3.2). The
wiN lYemonstration participant counts ranged from 1,262 parcipants to
120,000, with about 17,000 for the median program. In contrast, cwEPs
had a median of 440 participants, and work supplementation programs
a median of 238. (App. II shows the number of participants in each pro-
gram surveyed.)

In states with WIN Demonstration programs operating the full year, the
combined Amc work programs served about 22 percent of all adult AMC
recipients in fiscal year 1985. The esthnated numbtrs of individuals par-
ticipating in all the work programs operated by each state's AFDC agency
during 1985 are compared with the total numbers of adults mceiving
AFDC at any time during the year in table 3.3. Participation varied

ands &Vet nOt inniude participantS in four States (Pennsylvania, Iowa, South Dakota, and Minnesota)
which were unable to provide an unduplicated count of annual participant& As notedi however, the
participation numbers some prosrarns providedincluded people whose participation was limited to
registering for the program, attending an orientation class-, or going through an assessment process.
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greatly by state; programs in individual states served between 2.8 and
62 percent of adult AMC recipients.

52
Page ISIti GAO/HRD-8744 Work and Welfare



Table 3.3: Participation Rates by States
With Win Demonstration and IV-A
Programs (Fiscal Year 1985)

State

Total aduiP
AFDC

recipients
Thiel Percent of

totalparticipants_
WIN Demonstration States:_
Arizona_ 44,341 7,647 17.0
Arkansas 35,457 9543 26.4
Ca Id-ono 784,943 115,000_ ___ _14.7
Dela Ward 15,440 9,499 15.7
Florida: 175,142 31,000 17.7
Georgia_ 130,860 3,672 2.8
Illinois 334,908 120,000 35.8
loWa 66,1% b b

Maine -28,698 4,920 17.1
Maly land_ 107,143 20,475 19.1
Massachusetts 123,959 23,666 19.1
Michigan 366,708 109,000
Nebraska _21,434 40,044_ 46.9
New_Jersey 192,277 16,959 8.8
Now_York_ 547,844 16,980 3.1
Oklahoma 54,200 19,888 36.7
Oregon 48234 b b

Pennsylvania 288,619 b b

South Dakota 13,449 3,796 28.2
Texas 214,347 57,075 26.6
Virginia 88,406 20,834 23 6
Wi SconSin A6,3292 47,844 29.3
West:Virginia 58,126 35,997 61.9
Subtotal (all states) 3,904,014 876,462
Subtotal° (Oxcitiding lows, New York, 2,953,130 659,482 22;3
Ongoni_and Pennsylvania)
States With W-A Programs:
Alabama 76,840 _4130 _ 05
Colorado 58,401 1,798 3.2
Connecticut 59,302 82 0.1
Idaho 13,412 1,296 9.7
Kansas 39,481 2,913 7.4
Kéritudky 92,448 28 _ _ 0.0
Minnesota _91,472 b b

North Carolina_ 104,207 1,200 1.2
North Dakota 7,395 400 5.4
New Maxico 28593 19_ 11.3
Ohio _310583 3209 1-0
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Total aduiP
AFDC Total

recipients _participants
Percerd of

State_ _total
South Carolina 62,898 218 0.3
Utah 44,I149 8,850 20.1

VOrmont 14,476 2,500 17.3

Wastiingtort 1D7,861 14,940 13 9

Subtotal (all states) 1,109,218 37,986 3A
Total (all states) 5,013,232 714,448

Toter (excluding Iowa, New York, Oregon,
and Pennsylvania)

4,062,348 697,46 17.2

aEstimates for all states except Iowa were obtained by using FY 1984 statistics (the latest available from
HH4for the number of adult AFDC recipients on hand at the beginnim of the year and adding new
applications approved for each of four quarters. This process yielded an approximation of the number of
adults on AFDC at any time during the year. Because lowa switched to a new system of counting
approved applications during this time, the state provided a count of adult recipients based on Medi-
caid data. Iowa's count is from July 1984 to June 1985, however, a different time period from the other
numbers.

blnformation not available.

bNew York was excluded from this total becauseits WIN Demonstration operated for only 5 months of
the year. Since many more people would have participated in the regular WIN Program, including its
numbers would have biased the total percentage for the year. The other states were excluded from the
total number of AFDC recipients because no program participation figures were available.

In states with re ar WIN Programs, work programs operated by the
AFDC agency served between 0.1 and 20 percent of the caseload of each
state in 1985, for a total of 3.4 percent of the adultAFDC recipients in
non-wIN Demonstration states that could report the information. This
percentage does not include participants in the WIN Programs, which
may have served many more people.

There are several reasons that the work programs were serving a rela-
tively small percentage of adult AFDC recipient& First, only a subset of
/saw recipients were required to participate. As discussed in chapter 2,
most of the programs did not serve their entire states. Many were lim-
ited to a particular area, while others served most of the state excluding
certain remote areas.

Most programs further reduced their caseloads by exempting women
with young children from participation, thereby excluding about 60 per-
cent of AvDc famffies from the pool of mandatory participants. The WIN
Program exempts women with children under 6, and job search pro-
grams must follow the WIN eligibility criteria. CWEP5 have the option of
including women with children aged 3 to 6 if adequate child care is
available. All programs, however, can get permission from the federal
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Chapter 3
Participants

government to include women with younger children. Of the 50 pro-.
grams with registration or participation requirements, only 14 required
women with children under 6 to participate. (Table 3.4. lists the pro-
grams with such requirements.)

Table 3.4: Programs Requiring Women
With Children Under 6 to Register or State
Participate (Fiscal Year 1985) Arizona

Arkansas
lowa
Michigan
Nebraska

New York

North Carolina

Ohio

Program type
Grant divereion WINDemonstration

_WIN Demonstration
CWEP

WIN Demonstration
WIN Demonstration
WINDemonstratien
_MEP
CWEP day care

Oklahoma WIN Demonstration
Oregon WIN Demonstration
South Carolina CWFP
West Virginia WIN Demonstration
Utah Emergency work program°

aReclassified in our survey as a CWEP.

Waiting until a woman's youngest child reaches age 6 to provide
employment and training services may not be the most cost-effective
strategy. A recent analysis of Psii) data showed that young, unmarried
women who enter AFDC when their children are less than 3 years old are
the group at greatest risk of becoming long-term recipients. Over time,
more than 40 percent will spend at least 10 years on AFDC.4 Delaying a
woman's return to the labor market until her youngest child turns 6
decreases potential welfare savings and puts her at a ditadvantage in
the labor market because of her age, lack of recent work experience, and
years on public assistance. Moreover, in the general population, the
majority of women with children under 6 (54 percent in 1985) are in the
labor force and about half (48 percent) are actually employd. There-
fore, it may no longer be equitable or desirable to exempt some people
from work programs solely on the basis of their children's age.

4David Ellwood; Tameting "Wcm1c1,13e LomTerrn Fte___Mients of AMC (WAshington;
Mallemntica Policy Resetcrch, Inc., 1986), p. age of the youngest child per se does not infiu-
ence IntUre dependency; rather, women with young children at the tkne they beign AFDC are less
likely to have been married and more likely to have low levels of education, factors that seem to
contribute directly to long-term welfare dependence,
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Two states we visited had waivers from mis to require women with
dren under 6 to participate in work programs. In Oklahoma's Employ-
ment and Training Program (E&T), officials thought the issue was not the
age of the child, but the availability of child care. Me state allocates a
relatively high percentage of its title XX funds to child care. Women .

with young children accounted for about 70 percent of Oklahoma MDC
recipients. E&T statistics indicate that from 1982 to 1985, the percentage
of registrants who had young children grew from 37 to 70 percent. Over
that time period, 67 percent of the more than 25,000 program partici-
pants who found employment had at least one child under 6.

Michigan's mosT program required registration of parents with children
over age 6 months, but limited mandatory participation to education if
the parents have not completed high school or its equivalent and to edu-
cation, training, or work experience for those who have finished high
school. No participation could be required unless day care was available.
Over half of all MOST registrwits in the three years ending in March 1985

.were women with children under age 6. Program statistics indicate that
the proportion of active participantS who had children under 6 ranged
from 34 to 46 percent during that period. This group compriied a
sightly lower percentage of those placed in jobs, however, ranging from
31 to 45 percent of all placements during the same time period.

Including women with young children in a work program presents some
difficulties. While some school-age children are old enough to stay alone,
children under 6 need supervision, and those who axe not in school also
need more hours of care than do school-aged children. Suchgreater child
care needs mean larger program expenses or demands on other pro-
grams. Also, there may not be enough child care facilities, especially for
very young children. Additional participants could strain program
capacities to provide employment and training services. There also are
questions about the desirability of requiring women with young children
to leave them with a child care pro,Ader to participate in a work pro-
gram. An official in one state that chose not to do so expressed concern
about the effect of such a requirement on women who are not psycho-
logically equipped to balance the demands of work and chikl:rearing.
Another state we visited did not uSe its waiver to impose such a require-
ment, because the head of the welfare agency had reservations about
including women with young children, fearing negative consequences.
Program officials found they could fill the program's capacity without
this group. Finally, an imponderable, but important, factor concerns the
potenial effectsboth bad and goodon the children.
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The number of people required to participate does not strictly limit the
number of participants; many programs accept volunteers. Some pro-
grams we observed, however, lacked the capacity to serve more people
or the child care funds necessary to serve volunteers with children
under 6. As a result, they discouraged voluntary participation or gave
priority to mandatory participants. Other programs we visited, how-
ever, encouraged volunteers; for example, the Maine and Texas wriN
Demonstrations served almost as many volunteers as mandatory
participants.

Who Participates? Not everyone required to participate in a work program does so; the
capacity of the work programs and the other programs they rely on
limita the number of people they can serve. As a result, programs
develop formal priorities or informal ways of screening out people who
are by lam eligible or required to participate, but who have characteris-
tics that make them more difficult to serve. Such people are temporarily
or permanently placed in an inactive category.

Some programs give priority to AFDC-UP, or two-parent families. This
may be in part because male AFoc recipients, with their likelihood of
greater work experience, are easier to place in jobs. Working with the
male parent in a cwo-parent family also means that the program need
not provide child care assistance. As shown in table 3.5, ATDC-UP recipi-
ents constituted about 21 percent of work program participants whose
status was known.

Table 3.5: Number and Percent of
AFDC-Regular and AFDC-UP Clients by
Program Type (Fiscal Year 1985) Client MMus

WIN
Demonstration CWEP

Job
search

Work supp./
grant div. Total'

Regular 4251225 7,405 24,168 2,651 459,449
(Percentage)b _ (80) (72) (66) (88) (79)
Unemployed parent 103,963 2,895 12,699 355 119,912
(Percentage)b (20) (28) (33) (12) (21)

Total with status known 529,188 10,300 36,867 3,006 579,361
Status unknown 152 666 9,165 0 161:851

Total 681,854 19,465 36,867 3,006 741,192

'Totals may include some people who were counted twice because they participated in more than one
program type.

bOf those whose status was known.

CWEP and job search programs in particular seemed to give a higher pri-
ority to AFoc-UP recipients. While unemployed parents consituted about
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20 percent of wii4 Demonstration participants whose status was known,
they were 28 percent of CWEP participants whose status was known and
33 percent of job search participants. However, the status of 22 percent
of work program participants, including 22 percent of those in WIN Evem-
onstrations and about half of those irt CWEPS, was unlmown. A few pro-
grams serving large numbers of AF'Dc-UP recipients considerably pulled
up the total proportion of such recipients served, the program-level data
displayed in table 3.6 suggest.

Table 3.6: Percent of ClientS Who Are
AFDC-Regular by Program Type (Fiscal
Year 1985) Percent AFDC-Regular

WIN
Demonstration CWEP WoJob search lVipnutciti

Minimum 52 0 45 63
25th percentile 68 60 48 91

Median 98 100 57 100

75th percentile 100 100 76 100

Maximum 100 100 100 100

The proportion of work program participants receivhig AFDC-UP benefits
is probably a good estimate of the proportion who are male. Most AFDG-

regular work program participants were women, while most AFDC-UP

participants were men, as federal law prescribes that wix Demonstra-
tions requile the principal earner in a UP caseusually the husbandto
participate. This suggestS that men were about a fifth of AFDC work pro-
gram participants in 1985.

Information on the other characteristics of work program participants
often was not available. Three-quarters or fewer of the programs col-
l&ted data. on age (72 percent), gender (75 percent), race (62 percent),
or number of children (61 percent). Less than 60 percent of the pro-
grams collected data on education level (57 percent), work history (36
percent), length of time on welfare (51 percent), or age of the youngest
child (56 percent).

mr.DRe collected information on participant characteristics in its evalua-
tions of seven work programs. The data show that program caseloads
varied greatly in terms of characteristics such as ethnicity, educational
level, prior AFDC dependence, and prior work experience.5 Reasons for
the variations included both differences in AFDC populations across

6Judith M Gueron, Work initiatives For Welfare Recipients: Lessons From A Multi-State ErAxriement
(New York MDRC, 1986), p. 23.
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states and differences in programs' criteria for choosing the people they
served.

MDRC's work and our site visitS revealed three broad groups of work pro-
gram enrollee& The first contains people who have significant work his-
tories or educational backgrounds. Members of the second group have
more problems to overcome in seeking employment, such as lack of child
care or transportation, few job sldllS, or an inadequate education. The
third group consists of people with severe barriers to employment, such
as extremely low reading levels, difficult support service problems,
mental or physical illness, or drug use, which make them unlikely to
benefit from the services a work program can offer.

Discussions with program staff indicated that some programs screened
out people thought to be difficult or expensive to serve, or whom case
workers thought would not benefit from the services or be able to find a
jot'. According to program staff, AFDC recipients with multiple or severe
bathers to employment, such as illiteracy, attitudinal problems, medical
problems, child care needs, or some combination of these problems, wt:re
particularly likely to be screened out.

Responses to GAO's gurvey also suggest that programs cannot in all cases
meet the needs of people who are difficult to serve. As shown by table
3.7, respondents to our questionnaire reported that low educational
attainment, lack of child care, and lack of transportation prevented reg-
istration or participation in the programs to some extent. Respondents
also gave shortage of staff and inability to provide an appropriate
activity as reasons some people did not register or participate. Thus,
lack of program capacity may require programs to serve fewer people,
and they may respond by leaving out those who are less ready for jobs.
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Table 3.7: Program Administrators'
Opinions on Barriers to Registration or Fioures are percentagesa
Participation -Degree tti Whibh bartiet-MMiled-

Very Little
great Great Moderate ftme or no Don't

Barrier eXterit eXtent extent extent extent know
Low educational attainment 3 14 _1_5 27 34_ 7
Lack of childcare 10 7 18 25 33 7
Lackottransportetion 8 22 22 22 20 7
Too few staff 7 10 15 25 38 5
Program couldn't provide activity 3 10 13 27 42 _ 5
Client already in other program 3 3 25 53 _7
Otherb 13 25 25

'Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

kThirty-seven programs did not respond to this question. Reasons given by those who did included poor
English language skills, health problems, lack of work experience positions, and social/emotional
barriers.

Several factors contributed to a tendency to screen out the less job-
ready .AFDC recipients. Individuals with multiple barriers to employment
can require intensive, expensive services for a longer period of time
than other work program eligibles. For example, a person with a low
reading level and no skills could require remedial education followed by
skills training, then job placement assistance. A pemon with several chil-
dren would need day care for those not old enough to take care of them-
sf lves. Most programs have limited resources for these services, as
discussed in the next chapter. Programs using placement rates as an
mdicator of success have 1itt1e incentive to serve the harder to employ,
since they are likely to have lower placement rates than other partici-
pants, and results can take longer to appear. As a result, a program
hoping to show a quick effect with limited resources would fmd it diffi-
cult to target these individuals.

We obwrved some programs making the effort to target special groups,
sometimes through small projects. Maryland had some small special
projects for teenage mothers, AFDC-UP recipients, and AFoc recipients
who were not wiN mandatory. New York was planning special projects
to solicit volunteers with children under 6 in several upstate district8
with child care funds provided, and to select people with a prolonged
history of welfare dependency from the unassigned recipient pool in
New York City and Erie County. Michigan's state work program office
set a policy of targeting youth and single parents for fiscal year 1986,
but counties were not required to meet any numerical goals and were
allowed to set their own target groups.
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What Happens to
Those Who Refuse to
Participate?

ReftiSal tO participate M a mandatory program without_good cause Can_
result in a temporary reduction or interruption of AFDC benefit% termed
a "sanction." If the nonparticipating person is a member of a two-parent
family, the entire family is_ made ineligible for AFDC benefits. In the case
of a single parent, payment to the noncooperating adult is_denied but
payments for the children are made to _a third party) usually a relative,
neighbor, or friend. For the first erisode of noncooperation, the sanction
usually lasts 3 months (up to 3 months for job search); subsequent epi-
sodes result in a 6-month reduction of benefits.

The programs do not seem to make extensive use of sanctions. Of the 39
programs that reported the number of people sanctioned, the median
number of people sanctioned was about 5 percent of a program's
number of participants. This percentage was an over-estimate of the
number of people sanctioned compared with the entire pool of people
required to participate in the program, but we did not have an estimate
of the mandatory population.

One reason sanction rates may be low is that some programs used a
"conciliation period" such as that required by the WIN Program. WIN reg-
ulations require program staff to spend up to 30 days trying to resolve
the issues preventing participation before sanctions are imposed. For
example, the case worker may schedule the individual for a different
activity. Program officialS and workers in several programs emphasized
the importance of such a Mandatory conciliation period to avoid
reducing or terminating benefits based on misuriderstandings or confu-
sion about program requirements and servi.ces.

Although program officials saw conciliation as necessary to prevent
uneven applications of sanctions within a program, some case workers
criticized the requirement. They said they would sanction more fre-
quently if it did not take so much time and energy to document noncom-
pliance. They also said that people manipulate the system by switching
from one activity to another.

The limited capacity of many programs could also contribute to a low
sanctioning percentage. Since they cannot serve all eligibles, program
staff may prefer to concentrate on helping willing participants.

Sanctioning practices vary across programs. Some programs make more
frequent use of the sanction mechanism. In 12 programs, the number of
people sanctioned was more than 10 percent of the number of partici-
pants. The extent of sanctions within each program type is shown in
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figure 3.1. The ratio of number of people sanctioned to the number of
participants varied greatly within program types, for example, from 0
to 29 percent for CWEP programs. Overall, cwEPs tended to sanction more
than other programs. Ten of the 12 programs with sanctioning percent-
ages over 10 percent were Gym's cwEPs may have sanctioned more fre-
quently because they are more likely than other programs to be used or
perceived as a disincentive to welfare receipt rather than a service to
the AFDC recipient

Figure 3.1:Number of People
Sanctioned as a Proportion of Total
Participants (Fiscal Year 1985) 40 Percent

10

0

WIN CWEP Job
Demonstration Search

Work Supplementation/
Grant Diversion

' , lo Program with the highest proportion of sanctions
j' 75th Percentile 75% of programs have proportions lower than this value

11. Median Program 50% of programs have proportions higher and 50% have proportions lower than this valu

25th Percentile 25% of programs have proportions lower than this value

.., .i. ...--0. Program with the lowest propc reel, of sanchons

Even within a program, sanctioning practices vary greatly. Some county
offices and some workers have higher sanction rates than others. Legal
Aid Staff at one site we visited pointed out that participants in the local
program were subject to different sanctioning processes depending on
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the component in which they were involved (different agencies were
responsible for the components). Based on their involvement in sanction
appeals, the attorneys said the staff of one agency had a better under-
standing of the law and thus had a fairer appeals process than the other
agency.

The work progrants run by state AFDC agencies Servd at least 714,448
mix recipients in 1985; vim Demonstrations operating all year, together
with the IV-A -,,rograrns in their states reached about a fifth of adult
AFpc recipients in their states. Data limitations prevent the development
of a national profile of who was served and who was not. Many of the
adults not served were women with children under 6, as the majority of
the programs exempt them from participation. From the limited data
available, we know that some programs were excluding people with
multiple or severe barriers to employment, because they were too diffi-
cult to serve (such as those needing extensive remedial help), required
services which were unavailable (such as transportation hi rural areas),
or were considered unlikely to be successful (such as those with both
support service needs and educational inadequacies).

The policies of the work programs regarding who is eligible and who
actually participates raise difficult questions. Although only a minority
of programs require womcn with children under 6 to participate, the
majority of women with children under 6 in the population as a whole
are in the labor force. Excluding recipient8 with young children may
make the return to employment more difficult later on. But including
them poses other problems. Funds must be available to meet the much
larger child care needs of this group. Moreover, it is unclear whether
mandatory participation for such recipients is desirable.

The programs' tendency to screen out people who are more difficult to
serve or less ready for employment is also problematic. As.we describe
in chapter 1, the people with greater barriers to employment, such as
low educational levels, no work experience, and young children are Ala°
those who are likely to stay the longest on AFDC. Helping these people
could produce potentially large welfare savings. But it may also require
greater resources, as we discuss in the next chapter.

Although most programs required some people to participate, they did
not seem punitive on the whole. Instead of relying on the right to termi-
nate the benefts of those who refused to partiripate, the programs
seemed to be presenting themselves as a positive opportunity for AFpc
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recipients. Some programsor even case workershowever, did make
greater use of sanctions. Program officials in several programs cited
conciliation periods before reducing benefits as an important protection.
Thus, our case studies and survv data suggest that, while a mandatory
program is not necessarily punitive if viewed as an opportunity, safe-
guards against arbitrary or inequitable benefit reductions are needed.
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-
Findings: WIN demonstrations, the most comprehensive programs serving the

most participants, offer a wide range of services, from looking for a job
to classroom training; however, most participants receivejob search
assistance, a less intensive service not designed to increase skills. A
few programs emphasize more intensive education and training
services.

Lack ofiundapreventasome programs from offering the intensive
servicessome participants need: three-fourths of the WIN
demonstrations spent an average of less than $600 per person in
1985.

Programs are hying to tap into other resources, such as the Job
TrainingPartnershipActiereervicea_The degree to which successful
relationships have been developed varies.

Mhough the programs are often called "workfare," a smaller
proportion of participants in the programs as a whole receive work
experience than receive job search assistance.

Implications: If programs wish to serve more paople_with literacy problems or lack
of skills, who would requiremore expensive education and training
servicesthey may not be able to do so with current financial
resources.

If work program resources remain scarce, more thought needs to be
given to ex_panding the capacity of education and training systems to
serve welfare recipients and to improving coordination between these
systems and the work programs.
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The activities in which work program enrollees may participate range
from searchinl for employment to learning a skill or improving reading
abilitie& mil Demonstrations, whicli serve the bulk of work program
participants, also offer the most comprehensive array of services. Yet,
hi practice, the greatest proportions of WIN Demonstration participants
receive job search services; which are not designCd tO increase skill
levels. Small percentages receive services that increase skills or educa-
tion, although a few programs emphasize such service& The other types
of programsCWEP, job search, and work supplementation/grant diver-
oionby defmition offer narrower choices of services, tb-r ,.mary
services being work experience, job search, and
respectively. Some programs of these three types, hov
restrict their participants to the primary service; but 0:: :

ties such as remedial education. The proportion of -m7tt-
work experience in the progams as a whole is nnz, that
receiving job search assistance, even though the progrw1., of te7 eat,-
oisprized as "workfare."

There are several reasons for the deemphasis on education, training, and
work experience. Program philosophies about participant needs and
how best to meet them can determine service choices. Participants them-
selves can influence the services provided, as people with few problems
may be ready to look for a job. But decisions about services are some-
times made on the basis of the resources available rather than the needs
of the participants.

Services That
Programs Offer

The activities a work program can offer are varied, and participathig in
a work program can mean many different things. A brief description of
activities commonly offered by work programs appears in figure 4.1.
Activities fall into three categories related to assumptions about an indi-
vidual's job readiness:

Services, including job search assistance and direct placement into jobs,
that assume an individual is ready to enter the job market Programs
differ, however, in their judgments about who is ready for this group of
services.
Work experience, which assumes an hidividual needs no new skills, but
does need to learn what work entails. Work experience can also be used
as a way to require people to work in return for their welfare grants, as
in cwEP programs.

Page 67 6 GAO/MD-8744 Work and Welfare



Chapter 4
Actbrit lea in a Work Program

Services that assume an individual needs skills or more education to
participate in the job market

(App. Ill describes the activities in more detail.)

Figure 4.1: Activities Which a Work
Program Can Offer 1. Activities assuming clients are ready for the job market

Individual job searchClient looks for employment, sometimes with requirement of
repotting to progrm staff the number of employers contacted.

Groupjob searchGroups of participants receive training in job search techniques and,
under an instructor's supervision, identify and contact potential employers.

Directplammentassistance-=Job developer in program or at Employment Service tries to
match client to jobs and refer him/her directly to employer.

ZActivities assuming clients need preparation other than skills
o CWEP work expenenceExpericx or training provided through work in public_or private

non-profit agency in return for AFDC benefits; hours determined by dMdinq AFDC grant
by minimum wage.

WIN work experienceW rk in public or private nonprofit agency to develop basic work
habits and practice skills; state sets hours, but assignment limited to 13 weeks.

3; Activities assuming clients needakillsoreducation
OJTTraining placement; often subsidized; inwhich clients are hired by employers and
_engage in productive work while being trained.
Supported workSubsidized work experience or training where work standards are
gradually increased to those of an unsubsidized job; support provided by counselors and
peerS.

Vocational skills trainingOccupationally oriented skills training usually provkied through
dessrwm instruction.

Remedial/basic_educationInstruction to raise basic reading and math skills or to prepare
foraGED examination.

Post-high school educationProgram in a college or technical institution leading to a
degree or certificate.

iWIN Demonstrations offer the widest choice, not surprising n view of
the comprehensive approach that federal law provides. All wrisr Demon-
strations offer job search assistance and over two-thirds offer more
intensive activities such as work experience, education, and training.
Thus, there seems to be a variety of activities for participants to enter.
(App. IV shows activities offered by each wrN Demonstration program
and participation in each category.)

The other types of programs concentrate on the primary services they
are designed to offer work experience in cwEPS, job search in job search
programs, and on-the-job training subsidized by an individuars AFpc
grant in work supplementation programs. But some of these programs
do not limit their participants to these services, maldng education and
other services available as well. (Table 4.1 summarizes activities offered
by program type.)
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Table 4.1: Percent of Rrograms Offering
Specific Activities by Program 'nye Figures are percentages, except last line
(Fiscal Year 1985) WIN Job Work Supp./

granidiv.
Ali

programsActivfty Demonstration CWEP search
WorIc experience _76 _100 50_ AO_ 71

On-the-job training 76 10 17 70 48

Supported work 12 30 10

Vocational skills 84 33 10 49

Remedial/basic
education 88 30 50 20 54

PCSthigh School 72 15 33 0 38

Individual job search 100 45 100 10 67

Group job search 100 _35 _a3 _ __10 _ 62

Direct placement 84 30 50- 20_ 53

Other 24 0 17 10 13

Total no of programs
nmPonding _25 20 10 61

What Partidpants Do When the numbers of people participating in different activities are
examined, the range of services offered by wn4 Demonstrations appears
much more limited than the list of their activities suggests. The other
three options are more likely to provide the services that would be
expected from them. Individual programs, however, show a greater
variety of service emphasis than the aggregate numbers indicate.

WIN Demonstrations:
Mainly Job Search

Although on paper at least 70 percent ofWIN EYemonstrations offer
intensive services (such as on-the-job-training, rentedial education, and
postsecondary education), in practice most participants engage in activi-
ties that send them directly into the job market without skill or work
habit enhancement. The percentages of participants in each activity by
program type during 1985 are shown in table 4.2. Individual and group
job search each drew over half of all WIN Demonstration participants.
(The number of people counted in both groups is unknown.) Sixteen per-
cent of participants received direct placement assistance. Even more sig-
nificant, however, are the relatively small percentages of participants
who received services meant to improve employability:

3.2 percent received remedial or basic education;
2.3 percent received vocational skills training;
1.6 percent received post high school education;
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3.3 percent meived education and training sPrvkes that the states were
unable to classify into a narrower category; and
4.5 percent of participants reived work experience.

The mall percentages of wzr lmonStration participants receiving work
experience, education, and training services is illustrated by figure 4.2.

Table 4.2: Proportion of All Clients
Participating In Each Activity by Figures are percentages, except last line
Program Type (Fiscal Year 1985)

Activity_
WIN

Demonstration_ CWEP
_Job

search
WorIcaupp./

grant dlv.
Work experience 4.5 91.4 .9 20.2
On-the-job training .6 .5 .2 38.8
Support 6d Work .7 0.0 0.0 13.8
Vocational skills 2.3 1.7_ 9 6 12
Remedial/basic edurtation 3.2
Post high school _1.6 1.8 3.1 0.0
lndMdual job search 52.6 32.0 57.8 20.2
Group job search 52.4 2.7 13.9 20 2
Direct placement 113 2 4 6 g 20.2
:)ther activities 1.1 0.0 20.4 5.2
Education and traininga 3.3
Total no. of Participantsb 474,735 19,437 36,867 2,867

aParticipants in education and training activities that programs could not break out into a specific
category.

bThe total number of participants used for this table excludes states which could not provide any break-
out of participation by activity. Percentages still may be understated, however, because sorne programs
could not provide participation numbers for ali the activities they offered.
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Figure 4.2 Weight. id Proportions of
WIN Demonstration Participants in
Each Activity (Fiscal Year 1985)

All Training, Education, Work
Experience, and "Other"

Direct Placement Assistance

Individual Job Search

Group Job Search

Note: The pie-chart Dercentages represent the proportions of all activities provided that fall into the
fbur categories. An "activity" denotes one person participating in one activity. Because some people
may have participated in more than one activity, the percentages given are not the proportions of all
participants who received a given activity.

The concentration of WIN Demonstration participants in less intensive
services indicates that there was such a concentration in the programs
as a whole because the WIN aemonstrations served in%ny more people
than the other program typesahnost 700,000 compared to at most
59,338 people in the other three options combined. (The actual number
who were not in will Demonstrations may be smaller, because some
people could have participated in more than one program.)

ParticipantS in CWEP, job search, or work supplementation pr ograms
standing alone generally received the primary service each program
type was supposed to offer. Thus, they received work experience in
CWEPS, job search in employment search programs, and on-the-job-
training or supported work in work supplementation programs. Many
CWEP and Work Supplementation participants participated injob search,
however, perhaps before beghming work assignments. Small proportions
of people in thi three program types also participated in educational
and training actMes.

While the option to implement "workfare" has received extensive pub-
licity, only a relatively small number of people were involved in these
programs. While over 90 percent of the 19,437 CWEP participants were in
work experience, only 4.5 percent of the 474,735 WIN Demonstration
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participants for whom activities were reported were involved in this
activity.

Moreover, some of the WIN Demonstration participants were not in CWEP-

style work exgerience, in which hours of work are related to benefits;
rather, they were in ww-style work experience, which is treated as an
internship, riot a wcvi of working off the welfare grant. The implementa-
titm of workfar v. discussed further in appendix III.

Individual Programs
Display Variety

Indivitimil programs showed more variety than the aggregates suggest,
howev:, VVre found that a few progams pld higher proportions of
participants inmore intensive types of activities. (See table 4.3, which
g.ivc.,s the percentages of individults participating in each activity, for
programs with the lOweSt, Medlar., arid higlieSt levela Of partidipatiOrt in
each activity.) Ari example of a progrs rn with an emphasis on intensive
services is Maryland's Employment Initiatives program; part of the
state's WIN Demonstration, in which 31 percent of participants received
vocational skills training. Eighteen percent received remedial education.
Ahout half the participanta in MassChusetta reteiVed teahuitg or edlIca=
tion services, according to program officials; About one-third of partici-
pants in Michigan's MOST program are in education activities.

Table 4;3: Percentages of WIN
Demonstration Clients In Specific
Activities (Fiscal Year 1985)

Noof
programs
re °ding!' Percentages of participants In activity

Activity (of 25 Wel) MiniMurn Medlin Maximum
Work experience 17 0.4 3 27
OnAhe-job_training 13 0 1 11

Supported work 3 3 4 7

Vocational skint training 9 1 5 31

Remedial/baSic education 11 0.4 6 18

Post high school 6 0.1 3 14
Individual jcb_ search 16 1 2 29 _87
Group job search 17 0.2 22 100

Direct platerrient 10 OL 14 100
Other 5 2.2 8 28

'Motels differ because some programs did not offer a service or could not provide data on participation
in individual services.

In a few cwErs, significant proportions of participants received more
intensive services. Fix- example, in Georgia, where officials commented
that the CWEP approach did not provide the activities their enrollees
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needed, more than a fourth of participants received vocational skills
training. Several CWEPS placed large percentages of participants in reme-
dial education: 25 percent in North Carolina, 22 percent irt Vermont, 11
percent in Ohio's regular CWEP, and 39 percent in Ohio's CwEP-daycare
project.

Since WIN demonstrations c ecially have great flexibility, why most
participants in the prograrns as a whole end up in a few activitieS?
There are several possible reasons, including the program's basic philos-
ophy, the nature of the participants, and choices about services necessi-
tated by tight budgets.

Programs differ in theE assumptions about which participants need
additional skills or work experience before ente...ing the job market.
Some programs place all participants in job search first, out of a belief
that only the market can assess job readiness. Those who fail to find
jobs then may be assigned to more intensive services. Other programs,
which believe not all participants would benefit ::om job search, first
assess individuals' skill or educational needs before deciding which com-
ponent is appropriate, referring them to job search or placcment only
when they obtain or already have specific skillS or educational creden-
tials. The assessment may be incorporated into art "employability plan,"
which can describe the activities selected as well as any support service
needs. A major part of Massachusetts' program, for example, is the
choice of sl -vices given to program registrants.

Even programs that do not automatically send participants to job search
differ in their definitions of "ready for employment" Some prowam
administrators consider as job-ready people who qualify only for
unsldlled or low-skilled jobs, while others prefer to educate or train
people for higher skilled jobs more likely to enable them to leave AFDC
permanently.

Participant characteristics also may influence services. Without
knowing the characteristics of participants, however, we cannot deter-
mme what their needs may be and thus if services are appropriate.
Some participants almost certainly are ready for work, but need help
negotiating the job market Others are likely to have more severe prob-
lems and need more help. We do not know, however, how many of each
type are in the programs.
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Resources Affect ChoiceS Resources also affect program choices about services provided. In some
instances, a registrant may go to an activity such as individual job
search because the program can provide nothing else suitable. Education
and training services are more costly than job search and job placement.
Moreover, they usually take longer requiring programs to continue
paying support service costs and Ame grants for a longer period of time.

Most programs had relatively small amounts to spend on their partici-
pants in fiscal year 1985. Three-quarters of the wiN demonstrations
spent less than $600_per participant and 50 percent spent about half
that amount or less. For other program types we surveyed, the median
Program spent about $400 in CWEPS, $200 in job search programs, and
$1,100 n work supplementation programs (see table 4.4).

Table 4:4: Funding Per Participent Ct.
Program 'Type (Fiscal Year 1985)

FundIngper_participant
WIN

DeMonstration
Work supp./

CWEP Job search grant div.
Minimum $98 $55 $40 $162
25th percentile 215 224 139 525
Median 309 425_ 183 1,098
75th percentile 596 838 445 1,849
Maximum 1,388 6,800 2,483

The amounts the programs spent are inadequate to provide the more
extensive and costly services. For example, data from WIN and CETA
indicate that, in 1985 dollars, classroom training cost about $3,500 per
participant and on-the-job training at least $2,700. In contrast, job
search assistance cost only $200 to $300 per participant. Thus, the ten-
dency of programs to emphasize job search assistance most likely results
from the much lower cost of this service in an environment of con-
strained resources.

Fundmg shortages have resulted in less education and training. Maine
program officials, for example, said funding cuts required an emphasis
on shorter-term training, so more people could receive services. Reduced
WIN funding led New York officials to cancel most training contracts.
Oklahoma officials said they would like their program to provide more
training and education services, but that their small WIN allocation made
such expensive services impractical. Recause the state could receive
additthnal federal funds for cwEP, the program emphasized work experi-
ence activities more. Training services were limited to what could be
obtained from other sources.
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The small amounts of money spent per_participant do not reflect the
services other programs contributed. Many programs placed people in
services paid for by other sources, such xrPA. Four-fifths of the WIN dem-
onstrations reported that other sources contributed services to their pro-
grams. We cannot quantify or identify the nature of these services.
aources commonly used in programs we visited include JTPA; school dis-
tricts' educational programs such as high school equivalency, adult basic
education, au-td English as a second language; and Pell grants to fund
education. In a few cases, these sources actually contributed funds to
the work programs; for example, three programs in our survey reported
that they received HPA fundt directly.

These other sources, however, also have limited capacity. For example,
while JTPA targets welfare recipients, including those on AFDC, it served
only about 150,000 APix recipientt from July 1984 to June 1985. This
umber is less than a fourth of the number of participants in the *IN
demonstrations alone, which themselves are serving only a fraction of
t3:e adult AFDC caseload .

in most of the programs we visited, officials said they had taken steps to
promote good working relationships with agencies administering JWA.
For example, in Baltimore the agency ogerating most of the Employmem,
Initiatives Program was alto the JTPA provider. Program staff in Wash-
ington and Oklahoma sought to further coordination by setting up meet-
ings for all parties, including JTPA staff, involved in training and
education for welfare recipients. Other strategies used have included
agreements with HPA providers to govern referrals, assigning staff to
oversee coordination between the two programs, and placing welfare
agency staff on the boards of Private Industry Cotmcils (pie's), which
are responsible for JTFA planning. In Massachusetts, the governor
requires a welfare agency representative to sit on every PIC. Massachu-
setts tries to compensate for JTPA'S more stringent entry requirements
by raising participants'skills before sending them to JTPA, while
Oldahoma's welfare agency agreed to save JTPA prwiders time and
burden by certifying that AFDC recipients referreci to JTPA programs meet
their eligibility criteria In Massachusetts, the welfare department pays
for transportation and child cf, e services for welfartt -eecipients in JTPA
programs, thereby removing a nr ;or disincentivr to serving them.

Coordination is enhanced in such states as Pennsylvania and Massachu-
setts in which the governo.- ha.s made arving welfare recipients a JTPA
priority. On the local level, coordination seems to work well when there
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are personal relationships between work program staff and JTPA staff.
Thi8 may be easier to achieve in small rural counties than in large
jurisdictions.

Two programs we visited that emphasize training and education, Mich-
igan and MassachusettS, pay other agencies and providers to furnish
training, thus reducing their dependence on other programs' willingness
to serve welfare recipients. Michigan's MOST Program had about $10 mil-
lion to spend on contracts in fiscal year 1985. County welfare agencies,
which spend the money, try to purchase only services that would be
unavailable without that reimbursement. Massachusetts has contracts
with the state JTPA agency to provide training to ET participants, with
the state Division of Employment Security to provide job placement ser-
vices, and with many private and nonprofit agencies for education and
training services.

Coordination Problems in
Some States

Program staff in several states said they had some coordination prob-
lems with JTPA programs, usually because JTPA providers preferred to
v ork with the more job-ready members of the eligible population. People
referred from the AFDC work program sometimes were rejected by J'1TA
staff who did not consider them employable. Program staff suggested
several reasons why this happened. For instance, xrPA's performance
standards may encourage selection of the most employable people so as
to achieve higher placement and retention rates. Moreover, some J'ITA
agencies may be driven more by employer interests than by those of
welfare recipient& Efforts to attract and retain industry may be leading
states to skew their education and training programs toward more job-
ready individuals.

A recent study of the first year of JTPA'S implementation found that
while JTPA was successful in enrolling welfare recipients in proportion to
their representation in the eligible population, there was "substantial
screening_by service deliverers to enroll eligibles who were most job-
ready.", The report attributed this trend to low funding levels; the act's
restrictions on support services, stipends and work experience; its
strong focus on uniform performance standards; and its major role for
the private sector.2

'Gary Walker, Hilary Feldstein, and Katherhie So low, An-Independent Sector Assessment of the Job
Training Partnership Act (Grinker, Walker, and Associates, 1985), pp.

2Walker, Feldstein, and Solow, pp. vi, 53-54.
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Thus, the picture of what services programs provide and why becomes
more complex. The programs we observed tried to use all available
resources including those of other programs with varying degrees of
success. The need to use resources they could not control, from pro-
grams with goaLs different from their own, frustrated some program
officials. They also felt that these resources, such as xrpA training, were
not always adequate for their needs.

The process of obtaining services from other programs also can be a pos-
itive one, even though resources may not be adequate. The programs we
viSited seemed to be learning and benefiting from tapping into other
agencies for jobs or service& Programs often act as "brokers" for their
participants, helping them fmd services available from other sources.
One high-level progam official used his personal influence to_get other
agencies to provide a few jobs r training positions at a time. This posi-
tive aspect of work program administration, however, depends on the
interest and energy of the program staff and is difficult to
institutionalize.

Work programs are a product of a series a choices, as the previous
chapter on participants and this chapter on activities have shown. Pro-
gram designers decide whom they will serve and what activities they
will provide. While the last chapter described the various ways pro-
grams restrict the number of participants, in this chapter, we demon-
strate that programs also choose to provide a constricted range of
activities. In 1985; many more people received job search services than
training, education, or even work experience, despite the widespread
characterization of these programs as "workfare." But individual pro-
grams vary in their service emphases, with some providing a broader
ramge of activities than others.

A major reason for the constriction of services seems to be a lack of
resources to provide more expensive education and training services.
Some programs, the WIN Demonstrations in particular, seek to broaden
their choices by drawing on other resources. But while some programs
have successfully developed relationships with outside sources such as
xrPA and educational programs, others have had difficulty coordinating
with other services because of differing program goals.

The current distribution of services among work program participants
raises questions about the prorams' abilities to meet the needs of AFDC
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recipients for education and training. If programs were to serve more
people who lack education or skills, our data castt doubts on their
capacity to provide the more intensive serzices these people would need.
More thought needs to be given to how different agencies coordinate
their efforts t5- provide services to welfare recipients. One approach
some states use is to give funds to the welfare agency, whict then
purchases from other agencies the services its recipients need. Another
approach is to expand or refocus education and training programs, such
as xrPA and adult education, to serve more AFDC recipients, and to
improve coordination between them and the -work programs. Such an
approach, however, would require policy choices about the appropriate
allocation of training and education resources to welfare recipients.
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Findings: Child care assistance is available in 59 of 61 programs and
transportation in 60 programs: however, programs spend little of their
own funds, relying instead on improvised methods or outside sources
such as title XX.

Programs often lack data on how inany people need child care or
transportation_verstahow_many receive it. Sorne_participants are
exempted for child care needs, according to program staff, one
reason being a lack of day care slots. Exemptions for transportation
often are in rural areas.

Programs also may assist participants in coping with problems such
as emotional, attitudinal, or family difficulties. Program activities
themselves may help resolve sorae_problems while_others may
require referring participants to specialized services.

Participants who have multiple needs for support services may be
more likely to be exempted from participation.

Implications: More needs to be learned about the extent to which support service
needs prevent people from participating.

Expanding programs could mean increasedsupport service costs,
particularly if women with young children were to be served.

Even with increased spending, programs could not meet all
participants needs, because of broader problems such as shortages
in many communities of day care and mass transportation. These
factors also affect participants' ability to work after leaving the
programs.
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Child Care Assistance

hidividuals may require several types of supplementary or support ser-
vices to participate in a progam's primary work, ,...ducation, or training
service. Support services can address "external needs," such as for child
care, transportation, and work-related clothing or equipment. They can
also help meet "internal need9" relating to self-esteem, emotional prob-
lems, and drug or alcohol abuse.

In most AFDC work programs, participants can receive child care, trans-
portation, and other support services that are needed and available.
Funding shortages force programs to rely heavily on other sources for
support services. The e other sources, however, are also limited. As a
result, programs choose not to work with some peoNe whose needs are
harder to meet. But, as few programs (less than half) collect information
on hc iv many participants receive specific servkes, there is no conclu-
sive data on how many people need services but do not get them. Discus-
sions with progam officials suggest there is an unmet need in some
programs, but they cannot quantify the service gap.

By defmition, any AFDC recipient has at least one child or dependent. To
take part in a work program, the recipient may need to fmd child care
for all or part of the day. The recipient may be unable to obtain child
care independently because it is either unaffordable or unavailable.

In our visits to work progyams, we found a general lack of data on the
proportion of participants needing child care aid. &ome program officials
classified it as the major n&ed of work program registrants, at times
preventing participation, or as a need common to almost all AFDC-regular
recipients. Others felt that the need was less widesprzad.

What Child Care Services
Are Provided?

Child care assistance from the program, an external source, or both, was
reported to be available to participants in 59 of the 61 programs we sur-
veyed. But there was much variation in the type of assistance provided
and in the mechanisms and resources the programs used to provide the
aid. Although 38 programs used their own funds for child care, only half
of those used more than 7 percent of their 1985 budgets for this pur-
pose. They relied extensively on other resources. Only 41 percent of the
programs, however, collected data on the number of participant:,
receiving child care assistance in fiscal year 1985.
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What Do Programs Provide Of the 59 programs providing child care help, 38 used their own funds
Directly? to reimburse participants or providers for child care. As shown in table

5.1, the proportion was bettveen 60 and 80 percent for all but the grant
diversion programs, of which only 30 percent used their own funds.

Table 5.1: Number and Percent of -

Programs Using Their Own Funds for
Child Care by Program Type (Fiscal Year
1985)

Program type
WrWernonstration
CINEP

No.
20_

Percent°
80

12 63
Job search
Work Supplementation/ grant diversion
total

3 60

3 ao
38 _84

80f the programs that provided child care aid.

Most programs paid for a range of child care services, including care by
nonprofessionalS. Ahnost all paid for care at child care centers and
licensed family day care homes (ht which a person cares for children in
his or her home) as table 5.2 indicates. Over four-fifths of the programs
paid participants for a babysitter in the home. Over half pay for unli-
censed family day care or a babysitter outside the home. MoSt programs
set a maximum hourly, daily, or monthly amount they would pay for
child care. The median program paid a maximum of $160 a month per
child for any of the four types of care.
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Table 5.2 Monthly Reimbursement for
Different Types of Child Care by
Program Type (Fiscal Year 1985) 'Pavpe of care

WIN
Demonstration

Job
CWEP _search

Work supp.1
grantdiv. programs

Child_care_center_
Percent paying 95 92 100 100 . 95
Maximum paid (median
program) $195 $160 $222 $253 $160
Liaensed family daycare_
Percent paying 90 92 100 100 92
Maximum paid (m6dian
program) $168 $160 $222 $160
Unlicensed family day care or baby-sitter
outside home
Percent paying 70 SO 0 67 58
Maximum paid (medianprov) $160 slain si60
in-home sitter
Percent paying 90 75 67 67 82
Maximum paid (median
programl $155 _$1_60_ $317 $160

To limit child care expenditures, programs used a variety c NIvroaches.
In Idaho, CWEP participants took turns watching each other::: titildren. In
South Carolina, CWEP participants were placed as workers at day care
centers, which in turn provided slots for other CWEP participants. Staff
of Washington's job search progam encouraged people to make their
owr: child care arrangements, at no cost to the program, before fmancial
assistance was offered. Case workers in Maine were authorized to nego-
tiate the child care subsidy with registrants.

Programs spend very little of their budgets on child care, as table 5.3
shows. The median amount spent of their own funds was about $34 per
participant, ranging from under $3.00 for job search programs to about
$82 for work supplementation/grant diversion. (aecause child care
spending was averaged across all participantS whether they received
assistance or not, the amount spent per participant with children
receiving care would be considerably higher.) Child care accounted for
6.4 percent of the median program's total budget.
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Table 5;3: Child Care Expenditures by
Program Type (Fiscal Year 1985) WIN

Demonstration
Job

CWEP search
Work auppj

grant illy;
All

_programa
Percent of budget forchild care:
Minimum 1.4 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.02
25th percentile 3.4 0.6 iA
Median 7 6 4 6 1 5 7 5 64
75th perrentile 13.9 12.5 2.4 - 13.6
Maximum 66.6 46.9 2.4 14.7 66.6
Child care funding per participant
Minimum $2.50 $0.71 $0,C)S_ $3.28 $0 09
25th percentile 8 95 9 88 - - 4 85
Median 49.90 34.08 2.60 82.09 33.62
75th percentile 84.69 67.93 9.74 - 75.40
MaXimuni 405.65 154.16 9.74 160.90 405.65

aBase includes all participants whether or not they received chiid care aid.

But some programs did make substantial commitments to child care in
terms of their budget at least a sixth of the programs spent more than
10 percent of their budgets on child care, and one progam (Massachu-
setts' ET Choices) spent 32 percent-nearly $10,000,000 and over $400
per participant-to prov.. ' this service. Child care for ET participants
is provided through a voL., system that was established by the legis-
lature specifically to support the ET program. The voucher system was
designed to meet the immediate needs of ET participants more easily
than the state's regular contract system, in which AFDC recipients had to
wait for slots to open up in the right geographic area and type of care
and to compete with other people eligible for the service. Under the
voucher system, ET participants (and ET graduates starting jobs) select
their own providers and receive voudiers that cover some proportion of
the cost of care, based on a sliding fee scale. At the same time, they are
placed on the waiting list for slots in the state's contract care system.

Ten of the 38 programs providing child cue aid from their own budgets
got additional federal funding by using the Anx grant to pay for child
care under a provision that allows the grant to be adjusted to meet the
special needs of some recipients for training related expenses. States
with some of the largest welfare populations, such as Michigan, New
York, Pennsylvania, and Ohio, used this "special needs" mechanism.
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What Other Resources Do
Programs Use?

Given their generally &nail expenditures on child care, programs rely
heavily on other resources to provide child care help (see table 5.4).
Twenty-one programs relied totally on external funding sources, and
another 27 relied in part on other funds to pay for child care.

Table 5.4: Breakdown of Programs
Using Own and Other Funds for Child
Care (Fiscal Year 1985) ource of child care funds

No. of
programs

Own funds only 11

Own_ancLother funds 27

Other funds only 21

Provide no child care support 2

Total 61

The most prevalent external source of child care was title XX, used by
39 progrants, including a majority of each program typt. States can use
this grant to pay for various social services, deciding themselves what
proportion to devote to each service and setting their own eligibility cri-
teria. Many used a portion of the funds to provide child care services to
people in work programs. A few contributed title XX funds directly to
the work programs' budgets.

Some cwEP job search, and grant diversion programs were able to get
wun child care subsidies for their participants. Programs also drew upon
srPA funds (for participants in xrPA components), state general fund.%
and state day care funds. (Table 5.5 shows the number and proportion
of programs using selected funding sources.)

Table 5.5: Number and Percent of Programs Using Selected Sources of Cnild Care Funds by Program Type (F:scal Year 1985)
WIN Work supp./

Source of child care Demonstration CWEP Job search srantdiv. All programs
No. PercenP No. Percent,' No. ParcenP No. PercenP No. PercenP

1 b 4 7 37 2 ao 6 60 16 27

funds
WIN

Title )0( 18 72 10 53 3 60 S 80 39 66
JTPA 2 8 0 0

Otherc 12 3 16

1

2 40 2 20 10 17

°Percentages are of the programs for which child care assistance was available.

bA Saturation WO* Program recoded as a WIN Demonstration, the program type it most resembled.

cother sources of child care funds included state day care funds, state general funds, local funds, and
the Emergency Jobs Appropriations Act of 183.
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Examination of individual state progruns revealed a variety of ways in
which they attempted to maxhnize external funding before using their
own funds. Massachusetts claimed federal reimbursement for 50 percent
of the child care costs for participants in job searcb and supported work,
and used state funds to pay for child care for those hi other components.
Maine's program staff tried to place participants' children in title XX
centers, but would pay for other centers if title XX-funded care was not
available. In Michigan, local school ditixicts provided child care to some
WIN Demonstration participants enrolled in their programs; others were
aided by the AFDC special needs allowance.

How Long Do Services Last? Snme states we visi ted provided child care assistance to participants
once they became employed and left the AFDC work program. Maryland's
Employment In:datives Program provided funds for child care in a par-
ticipant's home for up to 30 days after job placement, to give the partici-
pant time to make other child care arrangements. Massachusetts
provided care through the ET voucher system for up to a year after a
pliAicipant found a job. The legislation for California's new GAIT Pro-
gram specifies that child care will be available to program partici7- its
for at least 3 months after they fmd unsubsidized employment. In many
states, workingparentt with incomes below state established levels can
receive title-la funded services. New York State paid for up to 9
months of child care for people who have lost public assistance eligi-
bility because they took a job.

Do the Services Meet the
Need?

As described above, many programs do not collect data on the number
of potential participants needing and receiving child care help. But,
many of those who run and staff the programs see a shard:711in the
supply of child care. About 60 percent of respondents said that lack of
child care prevented participation, but only 17 percent thought it did so
to "a great extent" or "a very great extent" (see table 5.6). It should be
recalled, however, that most programs exempt women with children
under 6. Therefore, respondents in these programs may not have been
considering whether this group's participation was limited by child care
needs.
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Table 5.6: Extent to Which Child Care
Needs Prevented Registration or Figures are percentagesa
Participation: Views of State Officials Work su./ All

Extent Demonstrafloftg CWEP Job 'ward.. grant Mmy. programa
Very great 0 20 17 11 10

Great 12 5 0 7

Moderate 1f3 15 _:.,,,, 22 _18
Some 44 10 0 22 25
Little 20 45 50 33 33
Don't know 8 5 0 11 7

aPercentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

According to staff of five programs we visited, some people are
exempted from participation or placed in inactive status because they
cannot fmd child care. These exemptions may be temporary while the
client waits for subsidized care.

In certain areas, shortages of child care providers seemed to be a large
part of the problem of arranging child care for participants. Tn six pro-
grams, child care was =available in some rural or inner city areas, staff
told us, and other areas did not have enough child care providers. In
mother program taroted at AFDC-UP recipients, staff said a shortage of

id care facilities v.- uld be a problem if AFoGegular recipients, who
eae single parents, were brought into the program.

In programs relying on state-funded child care systems, the lack of sub-
sidized day care slots is a major problem. Federal title XX funding,
which is often the cornerstone of these systems, has decreased since
1981, although it has recovered somewhat hi the past several years.
Individual states, however, determine how much of their title XX
funding is allocated to child care. A Children's Defense Rind study
found 35 states spent less in real terms for child care services funded
through title XX in 1985 than hi 1981, and 24 states served fewer chil-
dren.1 hi 1984, GAO reported that one way of coping with reduced
funding was to tighten eligibility criteria for child care services. Using
information from 13 states, we found that 6 of 7 states that changed
their criteria had tightened them and/or raised fees.2 The Children's
IWense Ftmd found that mothers hi education or training often are

'Helen Blank and Amy Wilkins, Child Care: Whose Priority? ffashington, DC: Children's Defense
Fund, 1985), pp. 7, 9.

2Stat&kUki-Reveral Strategle-Co e-With Puritling Reductions Under Social Services Mock-Grant
(GAG/HRD-84-68), Aug. 9, 1984, pp. 31-35.
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placed at the bottom of the states' priority lists for title XX-funded child
care;321 states have tightened eligibility criteria for this group since
1981.4

Programs that did not report widespread exemptions for lack of child
care often had a strong subsidized child care system, served only males
from two-parent fantilies, or provided services during school hours. Sev-
eral programs seheddled activities during school hours to reduce the gap
between the need and available services; In programs with nultiple
activities, only some of which are provided completely dining school
hours,this can restrict the options of AFDC recipients whe need child
care. -For example, New York City registrants who could not fmd child
care were assigned to work experience during school hours, rather thF.7.
other activities such as job club, education, or training. In Washing',
the child care needs of some people prevented their participation
training, but job search could be scheduled while their children were in
school.

Three-fourths of the programs also resluced the gap between need and
available services by exemptinst women with ch4dren under 6 from par-
ticipation, as disrussed in chapter 3. This approa,:n free programs from
the obligation to provide extensive child care funding. The lack of child
care, however, may prevent voluntary participation by these women.

Little information is available about the proportion of participants
obtaining various types of child care, and there is no information avadl-
able to enable us to judge the adequacy of the care obtained. We do
know that the tyge of care obtained is constrained by the amount of
money programs will reimburse for child care and by the standards set
by the programs or the child care fundhig sources.

Program parti-zipants' choices of child care providers are constrained by
the limits on reimbursements set by the programs. The median program
set a maximum of $160 per month (or $1,920 a year) per child for all
types of care (see table 5.2). This kg low in relation to the cost of full-
time, unsubsidized child care, which a recent study found is between
$1,500 and $10,000 per child per year depending on area, with most

and Wilkhi, p. 28.

41-lelen Blank, Testimony before the Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations and Hun=
Resources, House Committee on Government Operations; July 9; 1985;
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parents paying at least $3,000.5 Participants whose children are in
school or whose pmogram activities are not full time may not need full-
time chiid care. Nevertheless, programs may not provide the rnaadmur,
monthly-reimbursement to participants using part-time care. From ou,
site visits, we know that some programs set hourly or daily rates, whicl.
can be as low as $1 per hour or $5 per day.

The programs we visited varied in the degree to which they set stan-
dards for the child care participants obtain using program funds. Some
had rather modest criteria for providers: one program required only
that imlicenSed providerS be 18 years old, while another excluded only
providers in.. A.ved n a Child abuse case. One state delved more deeply
into the qualifications of providers by intervIewmg the candidate, vis-
iting the home, or checking references. Monitoring approved providers
by program staff seemed rare.

iiiM1111,
Transportation
Assistance

For many AFDC recipients, lack of transportation is a barrier to partici-
pating in a program or taking ajob. As with child care, the prot/ern may
be unavailability of the service: public transit does not exist in many
rural and some suburban, areas. Or the barrier may be financial: AFDC
I ecipients wt cars or access to public transit may lack the money for
gasoline, car 0pairs, or public transit fares.

What '1' alsportation
Services Are Provided?

In all but one of the 61 prograras we surveyed, participants could
receive transportation assisUnce. As with child care, the program could
provide assistance directly, draw on an external source, or use a combi
nation of b-oth. Again like child care, programs spent small amounts o-
their budgets on transportation assistance. Only 38 percent Of the pn,
grams; lwever, could report the number of participants receiving
transportation assistance in 1985.

What Do Programs Provide
Directly?

A total of o programs used their own funds to pay for transportation
assistance, as shown by table 5.7. Such assistance took several forms.
Reimbursement for mileage driven at 15 to 20 cents per mile or public
transportation feeSand provision of bus tokens or tickets were some of
the more common methods. Less common forms included contracting
with the local transportation authority to establish a special bus route to

kDana Friedman, "Corporate Financial Assistance for Child Care," The Conference Board Research
Bulletin No. 177, p. 6.
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take CWEP participants to work and paying such auto expenses as insur-
ance, license plates, and repairs. Ten programs supplemented partici-
pants' AFDC grants with "special needs payments" for transportation
expenses, as some also did with child care. The programs also impro-
vised other methods, such as organizing carpools for Job Cub partici-
pants and helping participants fix their bicycles.

Table 5:7: Number and Percent of
Programs Using Own Funds for
Transportation by Program Type (Fiscal
Year 1985)

Program_Type_ NCL

WIN Demonstration
CWEP

Job search
'A*I. -11- .

Total

Percent
23 92
19 _95

67
4 44

8350

Work programs' transportation expenditures in 1985 were small,_ as
shown by table 5.8. The median program spent $24.41 per participant
on transportation or art 7 percent of its tbtal budget. AS With Child
care, transportatiof: L.ss are averaged over people who do not
receive such aid a., . `: those who do; thus, actual payments 9) par-
ticipants would be CWEP and job search programs spent much
more than other programs on transportation, with eaen spendii
median of between $40 and $50 per participant or over 10 percent of
their budgets.
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Table 5.8 Transportation Expenditures
by Program Type (Fiscal Year 1985) WIN

Demonstration CWEP
Job

search
Work sum/

grant div.
All

programa
Percert: of
Budgetfor
Transportation-
Minimum 0.3 2.2 8.3 0.4 0.3
25th percentile 1.8 4.9 8.6 --= 2.3

Median 5.1 12.7 10.3 0.8 6.9
75th percenti!e 12.1 _45.8_ 77_8_ 12 16 9

Maximum 25.8 554 100:08 1.2 100.0

Transportation Funding per Participant (In Dollars):b
Minimum $0.92 $2.35 $19.93 $3.28 $0.92

25th percentile 9.26 18.10 23.54 - 9.74
Median 17 69 47 82 42 61 8 78 24 41

75th percentile 40.58 136.31 15346 9.16
Maximum 100.78 292.83 187.65 9.16 292.83

aOne job search program spent 100 percent of its budget on transportation. This prmam required
AFDC recipients to contact five employers per month and return a form documenting theseocntacts to
their AFDC caseworker: They were reimbursed for transportation costs. Thera were no staff costs
attributable to this program.

bBase includes ell participants incidding those who did not receive trarsportation assistance.

What Ot "esources Are
Used?

As with child care, AFDC work program use other sources to augment
their transportation budgets, and progam staff use their ingenuity to
piece together available aources of aid. As table 5.9 shows, a total of 37
programs used other programs' funds to provide transportation assis
tance; of these, 27 spent their own mruey as well.

Table 5.9: Breakdown of Programs
Using Own And/Or Other Funds for
Transportation (Fiscal Year 1985) Source

Own funds_only

Own and other Finds
Other funds only
Provides no transportation aid
Total

No. of
programs

23

27

10

1

61

Title XX was the most common external source, used by 16 programs. In
10 programs, mostly MEE'S, employers provided transportation for their
workers, for example 'v picking them up in vans or by reimbursing
them for transportz 2osts. Local transportation authorities donated
services to five progl alas; one example was the provision of half-fire

Page 91 9 GAO/HM-8744 Work and Welfare



Chaptek 5
Support Services

bus passes. Six IV-A programs used WIN funds, and JITA provided trans-
portation to participants in training programs in six of the work pro-
gruns surveyed. The number and proportion of programs of each type
using selected resources to provide transportation assistance are shown
in table 5.10.

z

Table 5.10: Number and Percent of Programs Using Selected Sources of Transportation Funds by Program Type
(Fiscal Year 19851

Source

No. (percem)' of orograms
WIN

Demonstration CWEP Job search
Work sups./

grant div.
All

programs
Transit Authority 3(12) 0 0 2(22) 5(8)
EMployer 1(4) 7(35) 1(17) 1(11) 1_0(17)

Title XX 9(36) 2(1o) 1(17)_ 4(44) 16(27)
WIN 1b(4) 1(5) 1(17) 3(33) 6(10)
JTPA_ 4(16) 1(5) 0 1(11) 6(10)
Other 5(20) 1(5j 1(17) 1(11) 8(13)

aFigures in parentheses
available .

bibiS program is a Saturcy
resembled

the prsgrams for which transportation assistance was

'rogram recoded n a WIN Demonstration, the program type it most

°Other sources of transport mon funds cited included community service organization% refugee funds,
countY funds, and the Emegency Jobs Appropriation Act of 1983.

Do the Services Meet the
Need?

Although data are often unavailable on how many potential program
participants need transportation help and how many receive it, many
program officials see lack of transportation as a problem. As table 5.11
shows, almost three-quarters of the respondents to our survey reported
that transportatio problems prevented some people from participating.
Thirty percent t. 'tight they (lid so "a great extent" or "a very great
extent." In most progra .s we visited, staff reported that some people
were exempted from participation or placed in inactive status for lack of
transportation. Most cases were in rural areas where people would have
to travel unacceptable distances or where activities were inacce3sible
without cars.
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Table 5.11: Extent to Which
Transportation Problems Prevented
Registration or Participation: Views of
State Officials

rigures are percentagesa

Extent
Very great

WIN Work sup's./ All
Demonstration CWEP Job search grant div. programs

4
Great
Maderate
Some- _

Little/no

24 _20_ 17 22
32 20 17 0
24 10 33 33
8 30 33 22

Don't know 8 _5_ 0 11

22

22

22

20

7

aColumns may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.

Some individuals are so remote from work program sites or employers
that a program cannot be expected to help them. They may live too far
away to participate in any program activities, or to do so without a car.
Each program sets; its own definition of "remoteness," however, and
some do work with people who must travel long distances to participate.
For example, Beaufort County, Routh Carolina, is a largely rural county
spread over 59 islands. ItS few bus routes have infrequent service. At a
rural day ene center, two MEP participants working as el 7..id ,..are aides
spent two hours each way on a bus to and from the Wcr Fit°

As with child care, transportation problems may limit regIstacults'
options rather than disqualifying them from participation. People who
..annot get to activities such as training or work experience may be
assigned to individual job search or a high scl.00l equivalency class
offered at a local sch.:ol.

Other Work-Related
Expenses

: A .

Somemoe recipients need other types of help before they can. partici-
pate in work programs or take jobs. Such needs might include obtaining
clothing, a medical examination, dental care, eyeglasses, tools, or work-
related equipment Eight programs we visited met such work-related
needs through either reimbursements or irt-ldnd assistance. Michigan's
counties were allowed to use up to 10 percent of their contract funds to
help participants with special expenses; local offices have provided
funds for repairing a snowplow for a part...f.".pant's snow removal busi-
ness and buying diesel machine tookt for another person neeeing them to
secure a particular job. Michigan also paid relocation expenses for
people wishing to move in order to find employment The work program
office in Bangor, Maine, had collected a closetful of clothes for inter-
views and sometimes bought second-hand clothing for participants.
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Needs In addition to "external" needS for transportation and child care, many
wo:k program participants need help with emotional, attitudinal, and
family difficulties. According to program officials, AFDC recipients often
lack self-esteem, self-confidence, or habits and attitudes that are neces-
sary for success at work, such as punctuality, appropriate dressing, or
commitment to the employer. Program staff also encounter participants
with severe emotional problems or a history of drug or alcohol abuse oi
child abuse. An individual with extreme personal difficulties needs help
in resolving them before participating in an activity that is directly
related to employment.

To some extent, the major work program activities themselves help par-
ticipants deal with emotional and attitudinal problems. For example,
some program staff see work e)Terience as building people's confidence
that they can succeed at work. Supported work focuses on people who
need confidence and improved work habits and attitudes. Job search
workshops can help with these problems by offering group support.

hi some programs, staff exempted people with serious attitudinal or
emotional proUems. But, we also observed programs that provided or
tried to help participants locate special services before_or while they
paitielpated in a work, education, or trairiMg activity. For example, one
acth Ay in Oklahoma's MT program was a fiv,T.t-session orientation tO
worl>, which coverd topics such as self-understanding, the employment
process, al id goal setting; The activity attempted to build self-esteem
and pear :Alpo( -t; Programs often used other agencies, through contract
or reforr4 t; provide such services. Using existing programs;, counties
participadrie in Minnesota's cwrP sponsored_a Personal Effectiveness
Group for CWEP participants, which provided individual and group cotm-
seling on funny finances and human relations for participants desiring_
such help; Two Michigan counties contracted for "motivational training"
classes for their participants. Programs also referred people to drug and
alcohol treatinent and mental health services.

An example from Texas illustrates the sev,2re internal problein:3 facing
welfare recipients and the insight anti resourcefulness required in
dealing with_thern. The ;than Antonio office of the Texas Department of
Human Services contracted witiL a private nonprofit agency for women
to provide a 4 week job readiness course for will Demonstration partici-
pants: 'I .;e program served women who had some job Id11s, t were
etscouraged by past attempts to find a job, whose personal lives were
so unsettled that they could not hold a jch fo!.
given group .-2nd courneling
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=1.m.
People With Multiple
Needs

their attitudes and app-am c, time management, balancing children
and work, and other is 1.1 ',.:4'!eause of the nature of their past relation-
shit:s with men; many paeRipants had great difficulties in dealing with
local hiring officials, (mostly men), according to progrant Staff lb help
the women become accustomed to dealing With men in ptiSitions of
authority, the program use: male employment counselors.

According to work program staff, some AFIX reciptttS have a tönibina-.
tion of barriers to participation such as needa for child care and trans-
portation, and attitudinal problems. In our site visits; we observed a
pattern of programs exempting people with multiple needs. For
example; in_Beaufort County; South Carolina, women who could not get
to worksites and back home within the time their Children Were in
school were exempted frOrit cwv...P. In Texas, women with several chil-
dren were exempted when it would take too long to get from home to the
various child care providers and then to the program site. To stretch
support service dollars, Maine WIN DemOnStratiOn staff tried to help reg-
istrants meet pzimary needs and ext3ected them to meet other needs
themselves.

Conclusions The issue of support services illustrateS that providing employint..11,
vices to AFDC recipients is a difficult task. Because recipients can ha i7e
several barriers to employment, the programs must be prepared tc pro-
vide, or arrange for participants to receive, several services in addition
to the pzimary employment or training services of the program.

Lack of data, poseS a serious problem in the attempt to determine how
many people eligible for work programs ner.xl support services, how
many receive them, and what services they actually receive. We do
know that work progxams on the whole sptnd little of their own funds
for services, relying heavily on funds from other progams. Program
managers and staff often use great creativity and resourcefulness in
finding alternative sources and patch;Ing them together. Even so, evi;
dence from our site visits suggests that significant numbers of people
are excluded from participation becf.lise they lack child care or trans-
portation. In particular, i:*ople with a combination of needs may be
excluded from the progrants.

If du programs were to be expanded to reach a -rgar Share of the
ARC p. ulation, particularly women with children under 6, support ser-
vice needs could increase. This would require increased spending, by

Page 95 93 GAO/MID-8744 Work and Welfake



Rupp

either the work programs themselvea or the programs they rely on, such
a8 title XX.

Even with vastly increased spending, work programs could not solve all
the child care, transportation, and other support service needs of par-
ticipants either before or after they leave the programs. Many of these
needs stem from broader problems not under the control of the work
programs, such as shortars of child care and lack of mass transporta-
tion in many areas. In addition, many of participants' support services
needs continne and even intensify once they leave the programs. If more
AFDC recipients are to become self-sufficient, these problems must be
addressed.

9 4
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Findings:

Impr Ations:

The few available evaluations of AFDC work programs suggest
ni,xtest but encouraging results for participants without work
experience; however, the economy may limit opportunities in some
lhcations.

Wages of the jobs that particlpantsfindaragenerally low, which may
be related to the limited services many receive.

Finding a job does not mean going off AFDC; in half the programs.
over SO percent of pahicipants who found employment remained on
AFDC.

Programs have other benefits such as increasingself-asteem
reachingintermecliata steps to_employability,or providing services of
value to the commun4 They can also have detrimental effects such
as displacement of other workers though evidence of this is mixed.

The numher of fob placements and the duration of these jobs may be
limited by the fact that some clients placed in low-wage jobs are
worse off than before due to the loss of AFDC and Medicaid benefits
and increased child care and transportation costs:

Available evidence suggests that the impact of the programs,
although positive in some cases, most likely will be modest and
difficult to replicate.

Evidence suggests that encouraging programs to work with people
having more_severe barriers to employment could improve long-term
program effectiveness.

Efforts to place people in higher-wage jobs or continuation of medical,
child care, and transportation assistance once participants become
employed might improve programe long: term effectiveness.
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Measures of an AFDC work program's success can range from surress sto=
ries for individuals or simple placement rates, to comparison of nploy-
ment rates of participants and nonparticipants. The level of earrungs of
participants and the quality of their jobs and reductions in welfare
receipt among those placed in jobs are also measures, as are welfare out-
comes of participantS compared to nonparticipants and the duration of

feund. Other types of measures are increases in the education
d skills of participants, and even the value of work performed for the

community. Some benefits, such as inczeases in participants' psycholog-
ical well-being and that of their families, are not easily quantifiable.

Available evidence indicates that work programs can boost the e, ?loy-
ment and earnings of participants by modest amounts. But the ealrEngs
of those who find jobs are sometimes too 1-177 to move them off the wel-
fare ro118. Lack of unifcrm data collection by the AFDC work programs,
especially on indicators of job quality and duration, hampers judgment
of the success of AFPc work programs. The current paucity of credible
evaluations further exacert 7 ses this problem.

IISEMENNINIer
Effects on Employment Work prograrw' effects on employment are important indicators of their

success at achieving both inunediate welfare reductions and enhancing
long-term employability. These effect.- an be seen through individual
suxess stories, program placement rates, and controlled experiments.

Individual Successes Unquestionably, AFuc work programs help sme individuals. Every pro=
gram has success stories of f3eop1 e whose lives have been changed by itS
intervention. As a result of work program partkipation, former Am
recipients are now running home day care centers, working as health
insurance claims nrnors, and working as civil servants after proving
themselves !ipants. But individual success stories are not
enough to jusi It is necessary to know how many such
stories tirre . -.slims data collection.

Simple Placement Rates Programs use various measures of success in setting standards for them;
selves and the other agencies or contractoi: Providing program services,
and in measuring their success in meeting ,se standards. Because
there are few federally mandated reporting requirements or perform-
ance standards, states use several different, noncomparable measures.
These include the absolute numbers of people placed in ic Ns, the number
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Chapter 13_
Program Results

_
of job placements as a proportion of program registrants or participants,
and the number of people entering employment per staff member.

The 55 programs that could provide data on job placementS (out of 61
we surveyed) reported that approximately 270,545 participants found
unsubsidized employment in 1985; Of the fiscal year 1985 participants
in the median program we surveyed, 29 percent had found unsubsidized
employment when GAO'S quetMonnaire was completed, as table 6.1 indi=
cates.1 Only one-quarter of the programs placed fewer than 20 percent in
jobs, while only a quarter placed more than 41 percent. The four pro-
gram types had similar median placement rates.

Table 6.1: Placement Rates by Program
Type (Fiscal Year 1985) Figures are percentages

WIN
Placementrate__Demonstration CWEP Job search

Work supp;/
grant div.

All
prOgrattia

Minimum 7 16 20 0 0
25th percentile 20 25 21 19 2t
Median 33 28 _ 32 25 29
75th percentile 42 42 43 34 41

Maximum 84 59 46 38 84WIMI.M
Placement rates do not prove a program successful or one program more
successful than another; some participants who became employed would
have done so without the prop-am. Thus, an assumption that work pro-
grams are responsible for all their participants who enter employment
would be misleading. Moreover, participants' characteristics differ
across programs; those with a more job-ready clientele might have
higher placement rates than other programs without beingmore effec-
tive. Similarly, programs differ greatly in their economic environments,
which also may affect placement rates. A 1979 study by the Urban
Institute found that the labor market and demop-aphic characteristicS
of participants accounted for about one-third to oric-half of the differ-
ences in performance, measured by placement rates among other indica-
tors, among local wm programs.2 Thus, it is inappropriate to make

tWe did not count work _experience, CWEP, grant diversion; and other ort-the-Job u-aining positions
while the client main theprogram as "plaements.r Some diversity in pititeitietit rates itiay be
ceased by the ficetthatdifferent programs anaWered the questionnaire at different times between
January and March 198Z. Prosrams that answered it later might have had higher rates than those
answerinsit earlier. Moreover,_some_proSrams were starting up or phasing out in FY 1985; which
would tend to reduce their placement rates.

2JOhri J. Mitchell, Mark Lincoln Chad*in, and Demetra Smith Nightingale; Implementing Welfare
131__Wlffment-Prograrns:AsvInstitut1onal Analysis of the Work Incentive (WIN) Program. (Wash-
ington, DC: Department of Labor, 1980), Ix xv-xvli.
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judgments about the relative effectiveness of different programs based
on placement rates alone.

Success of Program
Enrollees Versus Control/
Comparison Groups

To dissociate a program's effect from the effects of other factors such as
normal welfare turnover, program evaluations use control or compar-
ison groups to approximate what participants would have done in the
program's absence. The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
is evaluating progams in eight stt tes using randomly selected control
groups, but final reports are availai2e for only three states. As an
example of a control group's usefulness, MDRC'S evaluation of San
Diego's job search/work experience program showed that although 61
percent of participants worked in the 15 months following enrollment,
55 percent of a randontly selected contrel group worked during the same
period. Thus, the true effect of the program was a 6-percent increase in
employment, not a 61-percent inerease.3

While a few states have evaluated.their programs, the lack of adequate
comparison groups produced biased estimates of program results. Sev-
eral programs comparable to some of the current work programs, such
as WIN, MA, and the National Supported Work Demonstration, were
evaluated in the 1970's,4 although some of these studies also failed to
control adequately for differences between the participant and compar-
ison groups.5Some of these studies mEasure changes in earnings instead
of employment rates; increased earnings can result from increases in
either employment or wage levels.

Modest Positive Results The available evaluations suggest that werk programs have modest but
encouraging results. MDRC has completed evaluations of th-ee programs:

3Judith Guerin, WorkInitiatives-for-WelfareRecip' :6- .

(New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1986), p. 46.

4See Carl Wolfhagen with asirbara S. GOldniati, Jbb Hearth Strategies: Lessbns from the Lbuisville
W1N-Laboratory (New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1983); US. Congres-
sional Butlset Office and National Commissionlor Employment PolicyCETA Training Pmgams: Do
they_ Work for Adults? (1982);Westat;_lncCont1nuous Logtudinal ManpowerSurvey: Impact on
1977 Durum_ of New FY 1976 CETA Enrollees hi Selettedram Activities (Net imp= Report
NO. 1) (Ro-airille, MD: VireStat, hic., iiiidated); Mien,

of Partigpantsin-thelVork Incentive Prof
(Wayne, PA: Ketron, Inc.,_ 1980); Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation; Board of Directors,
Summary mid FinmsTs of the Naionai Supporred Work Demonstraon (Cambridge; MA: Ballinger;
1980).

!Jean Baldwin_Grosaman and Audrey Mirsicy A Survey of Recent Programs Designed to Reduce
Log-Term Welfare Dependency, (Washirigton DC: Department of Health and Human Services; 1985),
P. 18.

Ds
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one in San Diego in which a portion of the experimental group received
only job search services while the rest received job search followed by
work experience; a wiN flemonstration in Arkansas providing job search,
followed by work experience for those who failed to fmd a job; and a
Baltimore wiN Demonstration offering a variety of services including
education and training.6 These evaluations found that the experimental
groups were employed at a rate 5 to 7 percentage points higher than the
control groups during a 6- to 15-month follow-up period beginning about
3 months after enrollment, which took place between 1982 and 1984.7
San Diego experimental group memhers earned on average $700 more
per year than control group members during the 15-month follow-up
period; average earnings increased by $78 during 6 months hi Arkansas
and $176 during 12 months in Baltimore. Previous studies estimated
that WIN, CE'rA, and other earlier employment programs serving welfare
recipients had similar impacts on employment, improving it by 5 to 10
percentage points. Impacts on annual earnings ranged from under $300
to $1,500.8

Some researchers have concluded from available evaluations that more
intensive services such as training, work experience, and education have
greater impacts on employment and earnings than do job search assis-
tance and placement, This conclusion, however, depends in part upon
estimates of the separate effects of different components of the same
program, which may be biased because different types of participants
may have been selected into different activities.10

Caution should be applied in generalizing MDRC'S evaluation results to
the nation as a whole States that chose to participate have displayed a
great deal of commitment, illustrated by their willingness to employ

6Barbara Goldmani_Daniel Friedlander and David Long, rinalReport On The San Diego Job Search
And Work Experience Demonstration (New York Manpower DemonstratiortRestarch Corporarlon;
February,_1986); Thadel Friedlknder; et at; AricansaS: Hind ReOrt on the WORK Progriiiii hi TWO
Oninties (New 'York Manpower IYeitionstration Research Corporation: &ptembert1985)_Daniel
Friedlander, et al, Marylandiort-on-the-Empment Initiatives Evaluation (New York
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, December; 1985). Two additionalreportmon pro-
grams in Virginia and West Virgintshave been released since the time 0f our study.

7Gueron, pp. 27, 31, 31 A small number of control group members received alternative employment
and training services through the WIN program.

(Grogan= and Mirsky, pp; 18; 25-.

6Grossman and Mirskyip. 19-20: Jean Baldwin Grossman, Rebecca Maynard, and _Judith Roberts,
Reanalysis of the Effects of Selected Employment and Training lAso rams for Wslfare Recipie7nts
(Princeton, NJ: Mathematics Policy Research; Int.; Oct. 1985), p. 12.

loGrossman and Mirsky, pp. 20-21.
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random assignment. Moreover, as participants in an experiment, they
received special attention and assistance.

Less Employable Benefit
Most

Work programs' employment and earnings effects seem better for par-
ticipants with less work experience. For example, MEW found that,
while the Baltimore Options Program increased the employment rate of
program participants with previous work experience by 2.9 percent in
the fifth quarter after enrollment, the rate for those who had never
worked rose by 6.3 gercent." Studies of WlN CETA, and other employ-
ment programs also estimated greater impacts for those with less work
experience.12 There is no conclusive evidence, however, on the relation-
ship between program impacts and the educational status of
participants.0

The greater impact on the less experienced occurs despite the fact that
those with work experience had much higher actual employment rates
after the program than those with no prior employment The point is
that those without work experience would do much worse in the absence
of the program than those with work experience, more of whom would
find jobs on their own. Thus, looking at placement rates alone makes
programs seem more effective for those with work experience. This pro-
vides an incentive for programs to serve the more job-ready welfare
recipients, even though the hardest to employ benefit most from the
programs.

Wage Rates and
Quality of Jobs

Whether program participants find jobs is not the only measure of suc-
cess. The typeS ofjobs they fmd are important as well. The wages and
hours a job provides determine the immediate Ame savings resulting
from the placement. And if a work program numbers among its goals
enhancing the long-term prospects for self-sufficiency of AFDC recipients,
the tyges ofjobsprogram participants fmd are very important. Place-
ment M an tmstable job or one that does not provide adequate earnings
or benefits to support a family may not improve an AFDC recipient's
long-term prospects for staying off welfare.

11Friedlander, et al, p. 138 .

isGrossman and Minsky, p. 21; Wolinagen and Goldrnan4 p. xvi; Congressional Budget Office and
National Commission on Employment Policy, p. 26; Westat, Inc., p; vii; Ketron, Inc, p; 84;

13Groasman and Mirsky, p. 23.
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Incomplete data is a major problem in assessing the quality of the jobs
found. Of the 61 programs surveyed, 15 were unable to provide the
wage rates of program participants who found jobs Only 57 percent of
the programs surveyed reported that they collected data on the occupa-
tions in which participantS found unaubsidized jobs, 34 percent of the
programS collected data on the occupations for which they were trained,
and 41 percent collected data on the occupations in which they received
work experience.

Data collected by the work programs surveyed by GAO show that the
hourly wages of the jobs participants found were generally low (see
table 6.2). Of the 45 programs providing data,_about half indicated that
the average hourly wage of participants who found jobs was under
$4.14. In only a quarter of the programs was the average hourly wage
for jobs found greater than $4.47. The federal minimum wage is $3.35
an hour. Average wages varied little by program type. However, some
programs did better than others; nine programs had an average hourly
wage of more than $5.00.

Table 6;2: Average Hourly Wages of

Job search
Work supp./

grant div.
AU

programs
Participants Who Found Jobs_by Average hourly
Program Type (Fitcál Yddr 1985) wage

WIN
Demonstration CWEP

Minimum $3.66 $a35 $4:14 $3..88 $3.35
25th percentile 3 80 363 41 9 3.79 3.80
Median 4.11 3.98 4.32 4.27 4.14
75th percentile 4.44 4.89 5.17 4.42 4.47
Maximum 6.56 5.66 5.17 5.23 6.56

Note: The federal minimum wage is $3.35 an hour.

One reason for the low wages of work program graduates may be that
many received only job search services. M mentioned in chapter 4, job
search, unlace education or training programs, does not improve partici-
pan& Skills but helps them find jobs for which they are already quali-
fied. Previous studies have shown that group job search moves
individuals into entry-level, low-wage jobs.14

Another reaSon for the low wages obtained by workprogram partici-
pants may be that many fmd jobs in the clerical and service fields tradi=
tonally reserved for women. Our visits suggest that programs may not
try to channel women into higher paying or traditionally male occupa-
tims through training or direel placement efforts or may have difficulty

i4Goldman, Friedlander, and Long, p. 78.
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doing so. Job Training Partnership Act sponsors also seem to be making
few efforts to encourage women toward nontraditional occupations,
according to a recent stUdy.,6 But women placed M nontraditional occu-
pations under nTA Title ILA had much higher wages than those of other
women in JTPA and sometimes as high as those of male participants. But
it may be unrealistic to expect the programs, under current funding con-
straints, tO channel many women into trahling for traditionally male
occupations, since many might require extensive educational prepara-
tion before beginning training.

Effects on Welfare
Receipt

Work programs' effects on welfare receipt are important both for those
concerned about their immediate impact on the welfare rolls and those
more concerned about the long-term prospects for self-sufficiency of
program graduates. Effects on welfare receipt can be measured by pro-
gram data on participants who have their grants reduced or eliminated,
and program evaluation results using control or comparison groups.

Welfare Grant Terminations For many work program participants, finding a job does not mean going
off AFDC. Half of the programs reported that more than 48 percent of
their participants remained on AFDC when they found employment (see
table 6.3). A welfare recipient who finds a job can remain on AFDC if his
or her countable income continues to be below a level set for each family
size by the state (its payment standard). The high proportion remaining
on AFDC may reflect either the low-wage jobs discussed in the previous
section or a tendency of work program participants to take part-time
jobs, or both factors. It is also related to the require-ment that states
disregard a portion of earnings for 4 months, as well as certain amounts
for child care and other work-related expenses, in determining income
for calculating lupe benefits. Even though a client remains on AYDC, the
program could still realize some savings through grant reduction due to
increased income.

16Katherine Solow and Gary Walker, The Job Training Partnersliip-Act+Service-to Women (New
York: Grinker, Walker, and Associates, 1986), p. iv, 33.
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Table 6.3: PerCent of Employed Work
Program Participants Remaining on
AFDC by Program Type (Fiscal Year
le85)

Figures are percentages
Percent remaining WIN Work supp;/ All
on AFDC Demonstration CWEP Job search grant ditr. programs
minimum 13 0 20 0 0
25th Percentile 40 10 23 a _ao
Median 50 26 26 20 as
75th Percentile 70 59 85 85 70
Maximum 88 88 95 1(0 1170

The proportion of work progrom participants finding jobs who remained
on 21YDC ranged from 0 to 100 percent. The wide variation between pro-.
grams may be m part due to differenceS in the ways states calculate
AFDC benefit& In Statk6 with relatively low income cutoffs for receipt of
AFDC, termination of grant payments may be the most frequent result of
employment, while in states with higher standards, more program
terminees may have their benefits reduced than have them terminated.

Program Enrollees Versus
Control or Comparison
Groups

Like the data GAO collected, program evaluations show that employment
outcomes are not necessarily translated into prop-ortionate reductions in
welfare expenditures. According to MDile6 evaluations, work programs
do not affect welfare receipt as consistently as they do employment and
earnings. Of the three programs ivioito evaluated, only one reduced the
ritunber of people receiving AFDC and another cut the sizr: of the average
benefit received, both resulting in welfare savings. The third program
affected neither the number of people receiving welfare nor the average
size of benefits.,6

Evidence on Deterrence As mentioned above, some policy makera see work programs as a way of
deterring people from applying for or staying on AFDC. Deterrence is dif-
ficult to measure because of the difficulties of identifying people who
did not apply for welfare because of the program. Once a person begins
participating in a program, it is impossible to say whether his or her
leaving AFix is due to deterrence, the rositive effects of the program, or
normal welfare turnover. Analyses by MDEC17 and the Pennsylvania

16Guerok pp. 28-32. Evaluations of earlier progra as showed sritaller effects on welfare payinents
than on earning& However; thew results_are of limited releVante tOday tie-cause the programs were
conductM before the AFDC tillea governing the treatment of earnings were changed in 1981,_
resulting in a greater reduction in benefits for recipients with earned income (See Grossman and
Musky, p. 18).

17Goldinan, Friedlander; and Long, p.
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Department of Public Welfareo of the deterrent effects of the cwEP pro-
grams in Pennsylvania and San Diego found no evidence that deterrence
was occurring, but the treatment of deterrence in both studies had
serious limitations. Case workers we interviewed expressed the belief
that participation requirements induce some people to withdraw their
applications or drop off the rolls, often because they already have unre-
ported earnings. The case workers, however, had no idea of the magni-
tude of the effect.

Duration of Jobs Found The duration of the jobs found is an important indicator of the success
of work programs at improving participants' opportunities for long-term
self-sufficiency. Only 33 of the 61 programs we surveyed, however, fol-
lowed up on their 1985 participants after they left the programs to fmd
out whether they remained employed. Almost all programs that con-
ducted any follow-up did so 30 days after participants were employed
a very short period in which to measure job retention. Only 13 programs
followed up with participants beyond the 30-day period.

According to the limited data available, while some former work pro-
gram participantS lost their jobs within a month, many retained them
for longer periods of time. After 30 days, about 86 percent of partici-
pants who found jobs were still employed in the median program among
those which conducted any follow-up, as shown by table 6.4. Few pro-
grams collected data on job retention beyond 30 days, but the limited
data they reported are displayed by table 6.5. At N days after employ-
ment, the five programs collecting the data reported between 56 and 72
percent still employed, with a median of 65 percent. At 180 days after
employment, the seven programs that collectCid data reported from 22 to
78 percent still employed, with a median of 62 percent.

18Pennaylvania Department of Public Welfare; Evaluation of Pennsylvania Community Work Experi-
engro ram (Philadelphia: Jan; 1986), pp. 90-96.
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Table 6.4: Percent oft Participants Still
Employed Atter 30 Days by Program
Type (Fiscal Year 1955)

Numb-ett dee percentages, except last two lines
Percent still WIN
employed Demonstration CWEP Job search

Work sum/
grant div.

All
programs

Minimum 61 85 89 78 61

25th percentile 83 79 83
Median 85 91 85 86
75th percentile 90 90 90
Maximum_ 92 97 89 90 97
No. reporting 19 2 1 4 26
No. miSting 6 18 5 6 35"AIMM!

Table 6.5: Percent of Participants Still
Employed Beyond 30 Days Atter Numbers are percentages, except last line_
Employment (Fiscal Year 1985) Percent stiltemployed 90 DayS 180 Daye

Minimum 56 22
25th percentile 61 34
Median 65 62
75th percentile 71 65
Mamurn 72 78
No. of Programs Reporting Data 5 7

MDRC's evaluations suggest that work program participant8 mamtaffied
their improvements over control goups for at least two years, although
some of their advantages decreased in size. Tracking subsamples of
early enrollees for 24 months in San Diego and Baltimore and 15 months
in Arkansas, MDRC found that the AFoc-Regular experimental group in
San Diego and the experimental group in Arkansas, also composed of
AFDo-Regular recipient% continued to surpass their control group coun-
tenpartt in termS of employment. The differential between the experi-
mental and control groups in welfare receipt actually grew in Arkansqs
but decreased in Saa Diego.19In contrast, MDC-UP participants in San
Diego quickly lost their advantage over controls in employment and
earnings while they continued to be less likely to receive welfare.2° In
Baltimore experimental-control differences in employment andwelfare
receipt dropped over time, although the earnims differentials actually
increased.21Evaluations of other employment programs such as mist,

°Friedlander, et al., ArkanaSSIFinal-Report-On-The-WDRK-Program In Two Counties, pp. 91, 93, 23,
and qoldman, Friedlander, and Long, p. xiv.

2°Goldnian; Friedlander; and long, p. 114.

2IF'riecilander, et al, Maryland:-Final-Report-On The Employment Initiatives Evaluation-, pp: 118-121:
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CETA, and supported work also suggest that participants usually
retained significant advantages over comparison groups over 2 to 5
years.22

Other Benefits Work programs have other benefits besides the employment, increased
earnings, and reduced welfare dependency of their participants. These
additional benefits include improvemmts in participants' employability
and self-esteem as well as the provision of useful services to the
community.

Improvements in Education
and Skills

Programs can produce some results that may be stepping stones to the
ultimate goal of enhancing participants' long-term employment pros-
pects. For example, a participant who acquires a high school diploma,
remedl al education, or increased English proficiency through a work
program has become more employable. With current information, we
cannot tell to what extent participants take these steps.

Nonquantifiable Benefits Some work program benefits are hard to measure. For example, getting
a job may increase a woman's selfsteem and help her children. Suc-
cessful work program graduates have said that entry into the world of
work has transformed their health, appearance, manner of dealing with
their children, and overall personalities. These intangible benefits can be
as important as measurable effects on employment and income.

Value of thP Work
Performed

In additinn to the effects of work programs on participants, the pro-
grzms can also affect the community through the work performed by
participants. Participants in cwus or the work experience components
of wiN remonstrations provide to public and nonprofit agencies free ser-
vices that may be of value to the community. In some states we visited,
for example, work program participants were helping maintsin social
services that would otherwise be reduced due to budget cuts. Beaufort
County, South Carolina, CWEP participants were preparing food at the
local Head Start center and providing child care at another day core
center. In Salisbury, Maryland, Basic Employment and Training program
participants were an integral part of the staff of the local agency that

2203ngressiona1 Budget office and National Commission for Employment Policy, p. 111 NanPower
Demonstration Research Corporationi Board of Directors, p. 60; Ketron, Inc, p. 83; Wolfhagen, pp.
199, 202; Grossman, Maynard, and Robe:ty, pp. 48-52, 71-74.
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provides Head Start, Meals on Wheels, and other low-income or social
services programs. hi New York City, WIN Demonstration participants
were working at schools, hospitals, parks, and welfare centerS.

Displacement While federal regulations forbid the substitution of CWEP participants
for regular workers, they also require that the jobs performed not be
"make-work" but serve a useful public imirrOSe. If participants are
doing meaningful work, however, the question always arises of whether
they are displacing regular employees. If displacement occurs, other
workers might be out of jobs and possibly go on AFDC themselves. Thus,
considering all the work performed by CWEP participants to be valuable
might overstate the real value of such work programs because the costs
of secondary impacts would not be considered.

In some geographic areas, public employee unions have strongly
opposed CWEP due to fears of diSplacement. The American Federation of
State, County, and Municipal Employees (AosemE) argues that displace-
ment is inevitable whenever a sizeable program exists for a sustained
period of time. This leads, the union says, to the creation of a subclass of
low-paid employees, erosion of well=paid jobs, and a diminution in the
quality of public services.23

Available evidence on the displacement effects of AFDC work programs
is mixed; AFSCME cites a large decrease in the nUktiller Of CiVil Servants in
certain low-skilled job categorieS since New York City began its
workfare prograth fOr general assisiance recipients (later expanded to
include AFDC recipients); at the same time New York City's total work
force was being increased: The union has accused the city of using itS
workfare program to provide low=skilled Weirkeit SO that increased reve-
nues couid be used to hire a differenc class of worker.24 On the other
hand, we ObServed small CWEP programs whose participants were
working at nonprofit agencies that had been severely affected by budget
cuts; These cuts may have prohibited the hiring of workert to fill theSe
positions. Further, MDFIC'S 81111re-11S Of lrork experience supervisors in
four states Algti failed tO document displacement; suggesting that partici-
pants were doing work that could be done by workers already employed

1"Nanine Meildejohn; '"Work And Tratnk-ig Opportunities For Welfare RecipientS," Statethent Before
the Subcommittee on Public Asaistance and Unemploymert Compensation of the House 'Ways and
Means Committee, June 17, 1986, pp. 4-5.

24Mendejohnt 3.
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by the agencies, with no need for additional workers.25 MDRC'S findings
611 : est that displacement did not occur in these sites, but also cast
doubt on the value of the work participants performed.

Factors Limiting The succegs of AFDC work programs is limited by a number of factors
outside their control. These include economic factors such as the numberProgram Success of jobs available and the wages of these jobs. The welfare system's treat-
ment of the working poor may also limit program success.

Employment Opportunities The availability of jobs and the quality of the jobs available can limit
work program results. Work programs do not create new jobs but
attempt to give participants access to existing opportunities. In an area
with high unemployment or having few jobs with earnings, hours, bene-
fits and stability adequate to be an attractive alternative to welfare, a
work program might have limited success at placing participants into
jobs. Program participants in areas hurt by the decline of manufacturing
or fanning face very different opportunities than do those in areas bene-
fiting from the rise of the service economy. Strong economies such as
those in Massachusetts and San Diego offer very different opportunities
to work program participants than do those of Pontiac, Michigan, where
the decline of the auto industry has forced men and women who had
well-paying jobs onto welfare, and Beaufort County, South Carolina,
where seasonal resort jobs that are geographically inaccessible tomany
welfare recipients are among the few sources of employment.

Problems of the Worldng
Poor

Participants whose earnings disqualify them from AFDC may suffer
ffttancially from working because their earnings do not make up for
decreased AFDC, Medicaid, and Fo6d Stamp benefits and increased
expenses. This factor may hamper the efforts of work programs to place
welfare recipients in jobs and increase the likelihood that job-fmders
return to the rolls. For example, Maine's program director found that at
the minimum wage, a family of three in Maine would still get AFDC and
Medicaid benefits. At atout $4.30 an hour, the family would lose AFDC
and Medicaid, receive reduced Food Stamp benefits, andpay child care,

25Friedlander,_et Firll_Report_On_The_Employ_ meat Initildives Evaluation, pp. 217-219;
Friedlander; et,a1;__ArIcansaa;Pirattreport On The WORK PrOgiarri Iii-TWO-CeirritieS, P. 168; Marilyn
FrIct; Interim FliidingsFilal_nieybitirda-Empleyment Services Program (New York: Manpowr
Denienstration Research Corporation, May,_ 1985), p. 97; and Joseph Ball, et al, Interim Findings On
Ile-West Vieginia Cornrowity_Work _Experience Demonstrations (New York: Manpower Demonstra-
tion Research Corp.. Nov; 1984), p. 132.
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transportation and health expensesand be worse off by about $1,500
than when the household head did not work It would take an hourly
wage of $5.00 for the family to break even. The average hourly wage of
program participants in Maine was $4.29.

Health care is a particular problem for low-income workers. Many low-
wage jobs do not provide health or other benefits. Families losing AFDC
due to an increase in earnings continue to be eligible for Medicaid bene-
fits for four months. Families losing AFpc because they no longer qualify
for the 4-month disregard of one-third of their earned income retain
Medicaid eligibility for 9 months, which states can extend by an addi-
tional 6 months. But after this period, the former recipients are on their
own, and case workers in some programs report seeing people leave
their jobs in order to regain Medicaid coverage when they or their chil-
dren develop a health problem.

According to work program staff, many former participants also return
to AFDC because their child care or transportation arrangements break
down. While participanth who remain on AFDC can continue to have up
to $160 per child disregarded from their incomes in determining AFDC
benefit levels, those who go off AFue may have to pay these expenses
themselves, although they may claim a tax credit for work or education-
related child care expenses. In many states, low-income working parents
cart obtain child care funded by title Mt. However, overall title )0E
funding has declined since 1981; though recent years have seen some
increases, and many states have reduced their child care allocations.
The need for subsidized day care often outStrips the availability of such
care. Some states have child care assistance programs to facilitate the
transition from welfare to work, as described in chapter 5.

Despite the difficulties for low-income workers, there is evidence that
AFDC recipientS tend to choose work over welfare even when they stiffer
fmancially as a result. For example, OBRA made major changes in AFDC
that resulted in the loss of benefits for many working recipients and
reduced benefits for others. Yet, a GAO study estimated that, in five
diverse localities, most working recipients who became ineligible for
AFDC continued to work, rather than leaving their jobs to requalify for
AFDC.26But, despite the desire of AFDC recipients to work, personal crises
with health care, child care, or transportation may precipitate their
return to the welfare rolls.
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Whether a program's goala are short-term employment or long-term
employability, one way of measuring its success is to determine whether
it "pays for itself." Impact data from controlled experiments or compar-
ison group studies can be used to developestimates of the net cost or
benefit to society of running a program. This task is difficult, since a
number of assumptions must be made, for example, those about the
duration of benefits and the degree to which participants who become
employed displace other workers. Moreover, some important benefits
and costs, such as the increased self=esWem of participants or the intan-
gible costa of taking them away from their children, are not measur-
able.27 Thus, the results of cost-benefit analysis should be treated with
caution.

From the brcad social perspective, the benefits of a work program
include the increased value of the work done by program participants
while in the program axid after completing it, as well as their reduced
need for other services, such as those of WIN. But reduced expenditures
on AFDC and other transfers are not considered as a gain to society,

because the gain to taxpayers is offset by the loss of benefits to recipi-
ents.28 From this perspective, MDRC's three completed work program
evaluations found that the benefits of work_programs to society out-
weighed the costs by b-etween $l00 and $2,000 per enrollee over the 5
years beginning with enrollment. 2, Evaluations of similar past efforts
also found that the benefits to society usually outweighed the costs.3°

In San Diego, MDRC found that the benefits were distributed about
equally between AFDC women, who enjoyed increased earnings, and tax-
payers, who benefited from decreased welfare outlays and increased tax
revenues. But in Baltimore and Arkansas, one group received most of
the benefits. In Baltimore, it was the AFDC women who gained, with the
taxpayers breaking even or incurring some net costa. In Arkansas, the
taxpayers received most of the benefits, with the AFDC recipients appar-
ently gaining no new income from exchanging welfare for work.3,

27Friedlander et al, Maryland: Final Report on the Emphlymentlnitlalves Evaluation, pp. xxxii,
xxxvi, 146; Friedlander; et al; Arkansas: Final RepOrt oti the WORK Prograta hi WO-Counties, pp.
115-116.

28Friedlander et al., Maryland: Final Report on the Emplument Initiatives Evaluation, pp. 143-145.

29Gueron, page 33.

3°Grcesman and Mirsky, page 24.

3'Gueron, pp. 33-34.
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MDRC also calculated the budget savings produced by the programs
through reductions in public assistance outlays and increases in tax rev-
enue paid by program participants who find jobs. From this perspective,
mixtc found that both the San Diego and Arkansas programs saved more
in reduced welfare b-enefits and hicreasOd tax revenues than they cost
over a 5-year period, saving between $200 and $1,300 per participant.32
The Baltimore program was found to produce a net loss, although this
result might change if more follow-up data were available.33

In its study of the San Diego work program, MDRC found that the federal
government had reaped the largest budgetary benefits, with the state
government also getting substantial benefits but that there were rela-
tively small budgetary savings at the local level.34 This finding led to
MDRC's conclusion that substantial reductions in or elimination of federal
support would leave the state and county no financial incentive to run
the program.

MDRC concluded that, in the short run, these programs often cost rather
than save money. Almost all costs are incurred up front, when the par-
ticipant is active in the program, but most of the benefits accrue over
time, as participation leads to employment and earnings gains, which in
turn lead to increases in taxes and decreases in assistance payments.35

Sophisticated cost-benefit analyses using comparison groups cannot be
done for all programs. Instead, programs calculate savings based on
their participants only xxs requires wiN Demonstrations to report the
amount of money saved by the reduction or elimination of the welfare
grants of those program participants who find jobs. These "savings" are
then compared with the costs of the program, to produce a total esti-
mate of savings due to the program. Calculation of such savings requires
data (or assumptions) about how long jobs last, how many participants
found their own jobs independently of the programs, and how many
participants found more than one job in the course of a year (to avoid

32G01111TgiA Friedltuideri and Long, p. xxv; Friedlander, et aL, Arkansas: nisi Report On The W)RK
rarn In Two Counties; pp-. XXVit XAX-.

33Friedlander, et aL, flitn&Final-ReportOn-The-Ervloyment-Inidatives-Evaluationi_m 175, xi
SOCKViii_148. MDRC did its analnis at a time when many people had been out of the program for only
afew months_and some were actually still in program activities-. As a result, it is possible that bene-
fits would be 'Vier if mosured at a later date.

34Goldman, Friedlander, and Long, pp. xxvii-xxviii.

35Gtteron, page 34.
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double-counthig). Faulty assumptions or failure th account for such fac-
tors have caused criticism of savings calculations by the will Program.36

While few reasonably complete evaltiations are available, thoSe that
have been completed consistently indicate that work programs can have
modest success in getting participants into jobs, increasing their earn-
ings, amd decreasing their welfare dependency. The programs seem to
make the biggest difference to participants without work experience.
Wages of thejObs that participants fmd generally are low, however, and
often not high enough to move them off the welfare rolls. Yet, in addi-
tion to their effects on employment and welfare receipt, programs can
have other benefits, such as the increased self-esteem and employability
of participants. Programs also may have detrimental effectS such as the
the displacement of other workers, although evidence of this is mixed.

Several factors may limit the programs' positive results. Many of these
are outside the control of the programs. Since work programs do not
create jobs, their success in jOb placement is dependent on the local
economy. And some areas of the country can provide few job opportuni-
ties. Low wage levels and the rules governing welfare programs mean
that some participants who take jobs may be worse off than before due
to the loss of AFDC and Medicaid, combined with work expenses such as
transportation and hild care. Other factors that limit success may be
internal to the programs. Their tendency to place participants in low-
wage jobs may be related to the concentration on job search services
described in Chapter 4.

Providing services to more individuals who lack work experience could
increase program effectiveness, evaluations suggest, because the pro-
grams seem to make the biggest difference for such people llecause
long-term AFDC users consume the most benefits, working with these
individualawho tend to have greater barriers to employmentcould
help save money in the long run. However, focusing on them costs more,
because of the more intensive services required, and takes longer to pro-
duce results.

Laek of reliable information hampers a more complete assessment of
work programs' success. While continued evaluations are necessary to
increaw our knowledge of which approaches work best for which

36See An Overview of the WIN grain: Its OhleetiVea, Aeompliainhenta and Prelilema (GAO/HRD-
82-65, June 211 1982), p. 32.
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people, it is not realistic to expect all programs to be continuously evalu-
ated using control groups. Instead, there is a need for better collection of
data on such measures of success as wage levels, job quality, and job
duration. This would help refine the picture provided by placement
rates and onide estimates of welfare savings.
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Irnplicadons for Federal Policy

Administrative
issues

Participation
and Operations
IssueS:

States' flexibility to tailor programs to local needs.

Federal government's role in defining overall program goals and
structuring evaluations.

Federal government's role in running the programs; which state
agency should have administrative responsibility.

Levet of federal financial support and the appropriate state
contribution;

Expansion of programs through including women with young childrPn
and mom people with little education or work experience.

Issues_Related
to Program
Expectations:

Program
Information
issues:

Increased fundingior child tare and more education and training
services needed to meet participants' needs.

Realistic expectations for program success it. view of modest
agoregate program effects on earnings and empiciyment.

Continued support service assistance after participants find jobs.

Measuring interim program effects to encourage emphasis on long-
term self-suffitienoy.

I How mtich information the Congress, federal oversight agencies, and
the states need about program operations.

The_best wayof compiling and st;ai ing information and the cost of
such a system;

Type of evaluation program needed to take advantage of a rich
opportunity to study different approaches.
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In the previous chapters, we have presented a national picture of work
programs operated by state AFDC agencies. The programs are the culmi-
nation of a series of Choices about which federal options to use, whom to
serve, what services to offer, and how to support participation. Current
federal legislation is a conglomeration of optionsregular WIN Pro-
grams, WIN Demonstrations, CWEP, employment search, and work supple-
mentation. This multiplicity has both given states flexibility in designing
and operating their programs and led to a division of administrative
responsibilities.

Frecause this report focuses on programs run by AFDC agencies, it does
not address the regular wiN programs. The wiN Demonstratiorm, how-
ever, account for over two-thirds of wni funds. In addition, regular WIN
programs can provide the same services as wnsT demonstrations, services
that the report discusses.

hi choosing programs, several states have used a trial-and-en-or
approach, trying one option, modifying or discardL:g it, then trying
another. Often programs are run on a small scale. Some states have sev-
eral small programs of different typs. Only a third of the programs are
statewide. In the 1985 WIN Demonstrations, which were the most com-
prehensive programs in terms of services, funding, and number of
participants:

About 22 percent of adult AFDC recipients participated in the 1985 fiscal
year.
Participants generally received less intensive services not designed to
improve skills or education.
Relatively small sumsless than $600 in three-fourths of the pro-
gramswere spent per participant, meaning little money went for such
activities as training or supportive services.

When the programs are viewed individually, however, the picture LS also
one of variety. Aggregates and averages obscure the efforts of some pro-
grams and the success of individual participants, and miss entirely the
innovation evident in many of our site visits. Programs have different
goals, from quick job placements to longer-term training. Some programs
add large amnunts of state funds to the federal government's contribu-
tion. And some emphasize services that improve the individual's skills
or education.

What do the experiences of current programs imply for federal policy?
They can provide insights into such issues as the shape of program
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administration, the programs' ability to reach a significáñt portion of
the AMC population, the potential magnitude of results, and the types of
information we need about the programs to assess them more
completely.

Administrative Issues The current programs are a patchwork of administrative rewonsibilities
and funding, put together on an ad hoc basis. They lack overall direction
or goals. Administration of the various work program authorities,
including the regular wnq Program, is split between tow and state
employment agencies anti at the federal level, between fins and Labor.
The multiplicity of options has some advantages, however. It allows
states to tailor their programs to their own local nee& within budget
constraints and to be creative in trying different approaches. Flexibility
doeS not however, necessarily require multiple program authorizations.

The programs receive disparate levels of federal matching fund& which
in some ca.ws influences the services a program emphasizes and reduces
the flexibility states have to design their program& This encourages
decisions about whom to serve and what services to offer that are based
neither on need nor potential for success.

Another factor affecting program adminiStration is the temporary
nature of the wni T.monstration authority, which allows state AFDC
agencies to run the whi Program and contributes to flexibility hipro-
gram design. This authority will expire for many states in 1987. If it it
not extended or a new program is not authorized, the WIN Program
would revert to dual agency administration, and the current experience
of the AFDC agencies could be lost.

averall federal support for welfare employment programs is shrinking,
and the future of the WIN Program itSelf is uncertain. The achninistration
repeatedly haS proposed abolishing WIN &nd replacing it with a program
funded at a 50-percent federal matching rate or with a block gant to
the states. Though these efforts have been unsuccessful, the program'a
fundswhich also fund the WIN Demonstrationshave been cut every
year since 1981. In 1985, the prograni received about a third of what it
had received in 1974 in constant 1985 dollar& By 1986, WIN funding was
42 percent less than in 1981; by 1987; 70 percent less.

The WIN funds, and to a lesser extent other federal sources, are an essen-
tial resource for current AMC work program& But programs do not rely
totally on federal funds. Half the wn4 Demonstrations obtained at least
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20 percent of their funds from other wurces, a higher percentage than
federal matching provisions re4uire.

Thus, at the federl level, administrative issues for future work pro-
grams concern

how much freedom states will have to design their own programs,
what role the federal government should play in defining the programs'
overall goals and structuring evaluations,
the federal government's role in running the programs and which state
agency should have administrative responsibility,
at what level the federal government will support the efforts, and
what the state fmancial contribution should be.

Program Participation
and Operations

Until these issues are resolved, the environment in which states plan
their own efforts is somewhat uncertain.

Current programs reach only a small proportion of adult AFnc recipients.
In states with WIN IXmonstrations (the most comprehensive programs,
serving by far the most participants), about 22 percent of adult recipi-
ents participated in programs that operated during all of 1985. The
majority of adult AFDC recipients, women with children under age 6, usu-
ally are exempt from participation. In our site visits, we found that
sornP programs dlso exclude people with multiple cr severe barriers to
employability. However, few data on participwit characteristics are
available.

In general, states appear to have chosen to cover larger numbers of wel-
fare recipients by spreading services thinly over many people, rather
than providing more intensive and expensive services to a smaller
number of people. The WIN Demonstrations offer the widest range of ser-
vices. Overall, however, most participants in these programs receive less
intensive services not designed to imirove skills or education, although
a few programs do emphasize traiming and education. Some programs
we visited report that a lack of fmancial resources prevent them from
offering the services their participants need. The %vizi Demonstrations
especially try to supplement their services with other programs'
resources, coordination efforts that meet with varying degrees of
success.

To participate, AFDC recipients often need support services such as child
care, transportation, or counseling on personal problems. Most programs
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have some type of support services available to their participants,
though they usually Spend little of their own money on them. They rely
inttead on outside sources some of which (such as title XX) have seen
dinralishing allocations for needed services=or their own improvised
arrangements.

Policy questions related to program coverage and operations center
arotmd the possibility of expanding the programs, targetirA them differ-
ently, and/or using available rewurces more effectively. The questions
also raise the issue of the need for more financial resources.

Expanding or refocusing the programs could mean including women
with children under 6, a group that could benefit from employment,
training, or education service& In the abSence of intervention, members
of this group are likely to become long-term welfare users. The question,
however, of whether these women should be required or merely
encouraged to participate is a difficult one.

Another way to expand or refocus the programs would be to serve more
peoxde who are less job-ready because of low educational attainments
and little or no previous work experience. Research shows they also are
among the most likely to become "long stayers" on AFDC, using a large
share of the benefits. Moreover, people with little previous work experi-
ence show the greatest improvement after work program services over
their counterparts in control group& Therefore, helping these people
could result in bigger benefits for the programs.

While the potential benefits of serving women with young children and
the less job-ready are high, so are the potential costs. Women with chil-
dren under 6 generally need more expensive and frequent child care
help than those with older children. Serving people with greater employ-
ment barriers means more intensive----=-and exrensiveservices such as
education and traMing. AS our survey shows, the overall emphasis of
current programs is r.ot on this type of service, and the average amount
most programs spent per participant suggests they could not afford such
activities at current funding levels unless they decreased the number of
people served.

The increased funds that any program expansion or increased emphasis
on intensive services would require are not currently available to moSt
programs. The major source of work program fund.% wiN, has declined
by 70 percent in 6 years. Inadequate funding already prevents some
programs from meeting their participants' needs. Relying on JTPA at its
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current fundmg level to provide trammg services most likely would not
meet the ne-eds of the AFDC population, since nationally JTPA only serves
about 160,000 people a year from this group. Thus, providing more
intensive services or serving more people would require either providing
more money to the work programs so that they could purchase services
for their participants or expanding or retargeting other education and
training programs such as JTPA to enable them to serve more welfare
recipients.

If already scarce resources cannot be expanded, the research suggests
that one way of allocating them would be to target the less job-ready, as
potentially they could show the greatest impacts. However, this
approach would result in fewer people being served. The choice of who
receives services is difficult for progam administrators, since many
people could lnefit.

The administration has proposed expanding programs by mandating
high participation rates. Yet the data suggest that states already are
trying to dpread their funds over larger numbers of participants by pro-
viding less expensive services such as job search or direct placement.
High mandated levels of participation with continued limited funding
would likely exacerbate the tendency to serve more welfare recipients in
inexpensive options while providing fewer with the education and
training services they may need.

The few available program evaluations indicate modest improvements
in participants' employment and earnings, and in some cases, limited
welfare savings. These studies show work progranm can have positive
effects. But the limited number of evaluations do not allow for general-
ization across all programs, since program and participant characteris-
tics vary. Local factors such as program resources and experienced staff
make replicating individual programs difficult.

To measure success, most programs use placement rates that are not
compared to the performance of control groups. Such data can be mis-
leading with regard to a program's true effects and tell little about the
quality of the Ribs fotmd. Available data on average wage rates and con-
tinued AFDC receipt after finding work show that many who successfully
complete the programs end up in low-paying jobs. Many do not leave
AFDC, although their benefits are reduced.
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Several factors can affect progra '41' and individuals' success. The pro-
grams do not create jobs and there ore cannot provide them when the
economy does not In addition, the transition from program to work can
be hard for participants, who must find child care and transportation,
arrangements that can easily break down. Finally, people in low-paying
jobs without health insurance are vulnerabk. to a lack of affordable
me dical care. Thus, an inability to fmd support services or health care
can impede placement in a job or encourage a return to AFoc.

The programs have benefitt other than those related to participants
finding work. Some are measurable, others are not Educational attain-
ments, such as qualifying for a GED, learning English, and increasing
reading proficiency, could be measured. Increases in participantS' self-
esteem also help make an employment program worthwhile, but are dif-
ficult to measure. Other benefits are not related to the participants
themselves. One is the value of the work performed for public and pri;
vate nonprofit agencies by work experience participants. Another Ls the
value society places on having welfare recipients engaged in productive
work or training activities.

These points raise several issues for work program policy. Modest
effects in terms of aggregate job placements do not necessarily diminish
the programs' value, But they do caution against unreasonable expecta-
tions about job placement resulta In addition, no particular program
design has been shown to work best, and successful programs are diffi-
cult to replicate from one site to another. Therefore, the flexibility to try
different appromhes, allowing jurisdictions to find out what works best
for them, is an important aspect of program policy.

Continued assistance with child care and health care could increase
placements and lengthen job retention, increasing_program effective-
ness. While some states extend the period in which people continue to be
eligible for Medicaid after leaving AFDC, former work program partici-
pants with low earnings are at risk of being without health coverage for
themselves and their famdlies. Attempting to place people in jobs with
higher wages and health benefits might also enhance placementrates
and job retention. But aiming at higher wage jobs, like serving people
with greater employment barriers, requires longer-term, more expensive
services.

Anothe: Issue concerns how to measure success. Programs aimingat
long-term self-sufficiency must go beyond simple measures ofjob place-
ment to indicators of job retention, job characteristics (such as potential
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for upward mobility and avallability of health benefits), and educatonal
attainments. Tracking Mterim progress prior to entering the job market
could help programs assess the achievements of the hard4o=employ. A
policy that recognized such achievements could encourage programs to
work more with this group. Stressing job quality might encourage pro-
grams to work more on placing people in higher paid, longer-lasting jobs.

Finally, aspects of a work program other than purely workor training-
related meaSures can increase the program' worth for different people.
Some find a program worthwhile because it returns the value of welfare
benefits to society through work performed. Others consider the poten;
tial to break the cycle of poverty for even a small group of long-term
welfare recipients and their children to be a program's highest valué .

Program Information major barrier to describing the programs and their reaultra Es the lack
of standardly-defmed information comparable across programs or, in
wrne areas, any information at all. Programs define participation in dif-
ferent ways. Basic information such as whom the programs serve, how
many people need support serves but cannot get them, what types of
jobs people find, and how long they keep their jobs and stay off welfare
is unavailable from many programs.

More reliable, complete, and consistent information could help states
improve their programs by giving them a better understanding of their
accomplishments and permitting comparisons with other states' pro-
grams. Systems that provide good information, however, can be expen-
Sive to adininister and burdensome to those who must collect and
compile the data In addition, the states need a way to share their expe=
riences. Staff of several program we visited said the federal oversight
agency (in the case of the current programs, mis) could take more of a
"clearinghouSe" role, systematically collecting and distributing informa-
tion and facilitating the exchange of methods and approaches among
states. Thus the policy questions are How much do the CongresS, fed-
eral oversight agencies,and the states themselves need to know about
program operations? What is the best way of compiling and sharing the
information? And how much would such a system cost?

A related issue concerns the type of evaluation strategy neded. Several
important questions about work_programs' adnthiistration and effects
remain to 1)6 answered, such as: What approaches work best for which
people, and how can restilts be used to design service packages? Do more
expensive services such as training and education pay off in the long
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Matters for
Congressional
Consideration

run? What is the most efficient and effective way to deliver employment
and training services to welfare recipients? Do the problems poor
women face in the work place eventually overcome any gains made
through a work program? The current diversity of state programs pro-
vides an opportunity to compare different approaches, but this opportu-
nity could be lost if more rigorous evaluatir-is are not planned. The
numerous mid varied experiments since 1981 have yielded few quality
evaluations. Without good evaluative data, the same questions that
work programs have raiged for 20 years will continue to go unanswered.

11=111115111=1=-7--777"
The current work programs are a positive development toward making
AFDC something more than an income-maintenance program. While it is
inappropriate to generalize from a few programs, evaluations have
shown that some programs can help Ame recipients improve their
ability to fmd jobs and reduce their need for welfare. There is not
enough information to prescribe one approach over another. Several leg-
islative proposals were offered in the 99th Congress to reform work pro-
gram policy, in part in response to current programs' experiences. In
addition, differing funding provisions, the division of administrative
responsibilities, and overlapping services found in current program law,
thgether with shrinking funds and the uncertain future of WIN and the
WIN Demonstrations, necessitate some changes. Therefore, the Congress
should consider several matters in reexamining federal work program
legislation and shaping it into a more streamlined, coherent authoriza-
tion that still would encourage and facilitate innovation in the states.
Some essential points to be considered include:

State flexibility in prngrarn designAlthough the authorizations for the
WIN, WIN Demonstration, and IV-A programs are inconsistent in funding
and administrative provisions, states can offer a wide range of services
tailored to local needs. One unified, coherent program authorization
could still allow this flexibility and eliminate conflicting or overlapping
provisions and funding disparities.
Adequate and stable fundingTo make commitments and plan their
programs, states need some level of confidence that funding will be
Stable and the federal government supports the programs. In addition, a
uniform federal matching rate for all work program options would help
programs offer the services they wish to emphasize. The current system
at times causes states to choose lower cost options or options for which
they can get additional federal funds, rather than the services their par-
ticipants need.
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Encouragirtg states to serve more mole frm specific such as
the hard-to-employDeciding who should receive services is difficult,
as rawly AFPc recipients could benefit Programs should not be discour-
aged from serving any group of people, either those with a hiStory of
work and education or those with severe barriers to employment How-
ever, programs at times are unable to serve the latter group. When com-
pared to similar people who did not receive program services, people
with less work experience can show greater improvements after being in
a program than do people with more work experience.

In addition, helping long-term AFDC recipientsor people likely to be
could save money over time, because they receive the bulk of benefit&
Yet, they also need longer-term, more expensive training and education
services. Recognizing such intermediate steps as improving reading
levels might encourage programs to serve more people from this group.
In addition, scarce resources mean work progams must develop good
relationships with other training and education programs to help pro-
vide needed services.

Including women with young childrenWhile a mandatory requirement
for women with children under 6 may not always be desirable or fea-
sible, voluntary participation in work programs should be increased,
especially in programs designed to help participants finish school or
obtain skills training Women whose children are very young when they
enter the welfare rolls are more likely to be long-term AFDC users. Yet,
greater participation for this gxoup will require more fumling for child
care support.
Adequate support servicesMore needs to be learned about the ade-
quacy of current services in terms of how many people need them, but
do not receive them and whether the formal day care available meet8
the demand for it. If programs are expanded and especially if they
target women with young children, more services would be needed. In
addition, providing support services when the participant finds employ-
ment would aid the transition, a difficult time of adjustment Another
important issue is providing continuing health coverage to people whose
jobs do not provide such benefits.
More sophisticated measures of performancePrograms now often rely
on placement rates to indicate performance, yet this measure tells little
about how well participants are being served and progxam effective-
ness. More helpful measures would include those that indicate the
potential for jobs found to lead to self-sufficiency, such as how long a
job is retained after a participant finds work and its potential for
advancement. Other measures, such as progress in remedial education or
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number of GEDS obtained, would encourage states to work with more dis-
advantaged people by recognizing that they may take longer to show
results.
Uniform reportign -on urggramimulementation-and outconulsA major
problem our study identified was a lack of standardid program infor-
mation. Standard definitions and data collection would help in the moni-
toring of programs in the future. At a ininimum, a data system should
track how well these programs help people stay employed and get off
the AFDC rolls. In addition, a well-designed evaluation structure would
help compare various approaches and isolate true program effects on
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Survey of Employment-Related AFDC
Programs in FY 1985

HUMAN REOOMPICIII
DIVISSM

UNIM STATES GENERALACCOUNTINGOFFICE
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2054S

Dear Program Administrator:

JAN 7 1966

In the past few years_many_states have been experimenting with
new versions of programs to link_ work and welfare; While some of
these programs have received considerable attention, little
information is available to provide a comprehensive national picture
Of what_is_occurring in all states,_To_collect the basic information
needed to develop such a picture, the General Accounting Office, an
agency of the Congress, is surveying all state employment-related
programs for AFDC participants.

We believe that the infOrMaticin We C011edt Will be Udeful to the
Congress as it considers work_program_policy and funding levels in
the_soring of 1986; The information should also be useful to program
administrators like yourself by prqviding data on what other states
are doing in this area. The results of our survey and other research
on work and_welfare issues will be included in a repOrt which will
be made available to you by next summer;

To complete our study4 we need information about the_employment-
related program for which you are responsible; Because our objective
is to catalogue work-related programs in all states, it is important
that this questionnaire for your program be completed and returne4
to kis within 15 days_of the_date of this letter. You may use the
enclosed, postage-paid envelope to return the questionnaire, or, if
it is misplaced, mail the questionnaire to the following address:

Ms._Patricia Cole
U. S. General Accounting Office
441 G Street, N. W., Room 6651
Washington, D.C. 20548

We would be happy to answer any questions you might have. Please
contact Patricia Cole at (202) 275-5468. Thank you for your
assistance in completing our study.

Sincerely,

Janet L. Shikles
Group Director
Human Resources Division
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Appettat I
Survey of Employment-Related AFDC
Programa in FY 1985

1-3

U. S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
SWIVEY OF AFDC EMPLOYMENT-RELATED PROGRAMS IN FY 85

GENERAL-INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE

- -The terM "program" used _in the questionnaire refers to the
program shown above on the label. Please verify that the name of
your program is shown correctly, and make any necessary changes
n the space provided to the right of the label.

- -Based on a telephone call to your state, we have classified
your program as:

1. [ ] A_WIN Demonstration with_at least one IVA component_
(e.g., a CWEP, IV-A Job Search; Or Work Supplementation)

2. [ 1 A WIN Demonstration with no IV-A components

3. [ ] A Community Work Experience Program (CWEP) only

4. E ] A job search program only

5. [ 3 A grant diversion_or
work supplementation program only

6. E 3 Other (SPECIFY): 6/8

If this claSsification is incorrect, please call Patricia.Cole
immediately at (202) 275-5468, so that we may discuss the program
for which you will be responding. If our infOrmation is correct,
please answer the quest-ons with the classification checked above
as your reference point.

Page182
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Survey of Emrloyment-Related AFDC
Programs in FY 1985

- -The questionnaire asks for information about program partici-
pantsi activities, funding, and outcomes. Feel free to discuss
the questions__ with other staff. However, please identify one
person responsible for the questionnaire. Please provide the
name, title, and phone number of this person should we need more
information about your response.

NAME

TITLE

PHONE

- --,Where actual data to answer the questions are not available,
your best, estimates based on field observations or special
studies are acceptable.

- -For programs with multiple service delivery sites, please
answer the questions for_ all sites together. Do not provide
information for any sites individually.

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION.

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS; PLEASE CALL:

PATRICIA COLE AT (202) 275-4568, OR

RANDI COHEN AT (202) 275-1886;

2
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Surveyof EMployinentaelated AFDC
Programs in FY 1985

GENERAL PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

I. In what year were services first offered by this
program at any site?

Year services first offered....19 7-8/8

2. Many of the questions in this form refer to fiscal year
1985. If possible, please answer those questions for the
1985 federal fiscal year. If your records are not
organized that way, please use the 1985 fiscal year for
your program. In either case, indicate the dates for
which you are reporting below.

Beginning date:
Mcnth Year

Ending date: 19
Month Year

3. During fiscal year _1985; did the program serve the
entire state or was its coverage limited to a particular
service area or areas? (CHECK ONE BOX ONLY.)

I. 3 Program was statewide and served entire
state

2. E 3 Program Was statewide, but some areas did
not participate due to "remoteness"

Coverage limited to a particular service
area(s) 17/8

3. C 3

4-12/8

13-16/8

4. Was the program still offering services as of
October 1, 1985?

1. [ 3 Yes

2. E 3 No 18/8
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Survey of Employmentaelated AFDC
Programs in FY 1985

II. ELIGIBLE GROUPS

5. During fiscal year 1985, what was the-total number of
adults in your program service area(s) and in the state
who were either receiving AFDC or were in the process of
applying for it? (INOLUDE YOUR SERVICE_ AREA_ IN THE
STATE_FIGURES._ IF YOUR PROGRAM_ SERVES THE WHOLE STATE,
PLEASE ENTER "SAME" FOR LINE 2.)

1. Number of FY 1985 adult
AFDC applicants or recipients
in service area

2. Number of FY 1985 adult
AFOC applicants or recipients
in state

19-25/8

26-32/9

6. Does your program have legal requirements: (CHECK ONE
BOX ONLY)

1. C 3 Onlyfor registration (CONTINUE WITH
QUESTION 7)

2. E 3 Only for participation (GO TO QUESTION 8)

3. E 3 For_both registration and participation (GO TO
QUESTION 8)

4. E 3 For neither registration
nor participation (GO TO QUESTION 10) 33/8

7. How many FY 1985 AFDC applicants or recipients were
required to register_for your_program? (PLEASE GIVE
YOUR_BEST_ESTIMATE OF AN UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF REQUIRED
REGISTRANTS.)

Number of FY 1985 AFDC
applicants or recipients
required to register

*IF YOU ANSWERED QUESTION 7, PLEA; Po TO QUESTION 9.*

4

34-39/9
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%rife)" of Employment-Related AFDC
Programs in FY 1995

8. How many FY 1985 AFDC applicants or,recipients were
required_to_participate_in___your_program?___(PLEASE_GIVE
YOUR BEST ESTIMATE OF XN UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF REQUIRED
PARTICIPANTS.)

Number of FY 1985 AFDC
applicants or recipients
required to participate

40-45/9

9. During FY 1985, did your program require women with
children under 6 to register or participate? (CHECK ONE
BOX ONLY.)

1. [ ] Yea

2. E 3 No 46/9

10. How many FY 85 AFDC adult applicants or recipients in
your program service area actually perticipated in FY
85.i PLEASE GIVE YOUR BEST ESTIMATE _OF_AN UNDUPLICATED
COUNT_OF__PARTICIPANTS. DEFINE "PARTICIPATION" THE WAY
YOUR.PROGRAM DOES.)

Number of FY 85 AFDC
applicants_or recipients
who participated
in program in FY 85.... .......

11. How many participants fas indicated in Q. 10) were
applying_ for or receiving: AFDC assistance_as regular
recipients,and_how_many as unemployed parents? (IF THE
ANSWER FOR A CATEGORY IS ZERO, PLEASE ENTER "O.")

47-52/8

FY 1985
Participants

Regular recipients 53=58/8

Unemployed parents 59-64/8

Status unknown 65-70/8

ToTAL SHOULD BE SAME AS TOTAL PARTICIPANTS, Q. 10

*80/1

Page 138 GAO/HRD-8744 Work and Welfare

131



Appendix I -

Survey of RuipIoyment-Related AFDC
Programa in FY 1985

12. We _are interested in the_ reasons some_ AFDC _recipients or
applicants did not register for or participate in the program
during FY 85. Ih-youropinion, to what extent did each of the
following reasons prevent-reaistration- or participation in your
program? (YOU MAY KNOW THIS FROM_ SPECIAL___STUDIES_OR_FIELD
OBSERVATION; DO NOT INCLUDE THE LEGAL REASONS FOR AUTOMATIC
EXEMPTION FROM WIN REGISTRATION. PLEASE CHECK ONE BOX ON EACH
LINE.)

Extent to Which_This
Registration or

Prevented
Participation

(I) (2) r3 ) (4) (5) (6)

Very Little
_Great _Grent Moderate Some Or No Don't

Reason Extent EXteat Extent Extent Extent Know

Low educational
attainment 5/8

Lack of child-
care 6/8

LACk cf trans-
portation r 7/8

Too few staff [ 8/8

Program couldn't
provide
activity 9/8

Client already in
other program E 10/8

Other (SPECIFY): _

C ] 11/8

13. We would like to know_the_number of AFDC applicants_ or recipients
who were sanctioned in FY 1985 for not registering or partici-
pating in your program. Please provide those figures below. using
either the number of people sanctioned or the number of sanctions
imposed.

Number of AFDC applicants
or recipients
who were Sanctioned in FY 1985... 12-16/9

Number of sanctions imposed
in FY 85 17-21/9
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Programa in FY 1985

III. PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

In thiS SeCtion, please describe only those activities that
were offered during FY 85 to program participants Who
applied for or received AFDC assistance.

14. During FY 85, did your_program offer any of the
following activities tO AFDC Applicants.or recipients at
ahy of its Sites? (PLEASE REPER TO THE APPENDIX_FOR
DEFINITIONS OF ASTERISKED TERMS. CHECK ONE BOA ON EACH
LINE.)

(1) (2)
Yes No

Activity

Work Experience* E 3 E 3 22/8

On-the-job training* E E 3 23/8

Supported work* E 3 E 3 24/8

Vocational skills training E 3 E 3 25/8

Remedial/basIc skills education [ ] ] 26/8

Post-high school education (at
technical institution or college) [ ] 27/8

Individual job search E 3 E 3 28/8

Group job search* E ] 29/8

Direct placement assistance by
employment agency C 3 C ] 30/8

Other (SPECIFY) E E 3 31/8

7
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Survey of Employment-Related AFDC
Programs in FY 1985

15. During FY 1985, how many people participated_in each_of
the activities you checked as "yes" in Question 14?
(WITHIN EACH ACTIVITY YOU CHECKED PLEASE PROVIDE AN
UNDUPLICATED_COUNT__USING_EITHEN__ACTUAL FIGURES OR_YOUR
BEST ESTIMATE. ASTERISKED TERMS ARE DEFINED IN THE
APPENDIX.)

Participants
Activity In FY85

WOrk Experience* 3237/9

On-the-Job Training* 38-44/9

Supported work* 45=50/9

Vocational skills training 51-56/9

Remedial/basic skills education 57-62/9

PostAtigh_school education (at
teChnidel institution or college) 63=68/9

Individual job search 697r74/9
N30/2_

Group job search* 5-10/9

Direct placement assistance by
employment agency 11-16/9

Other (SPECIFY): 17=22/9

16. During FY 85 4 -Was transportation_assistance_available
to program participants? LINCLUDE PROGRAM-PROVIDED
TRANSPORTATION; AS WELL AS SERVICES DONATED OR PAID FOR
BY SOME OTHER SOURCE.)

1. [ ] Yes (CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 17)

2. E ] No (GO TO QUESTION 20) 23/8



AppenditI
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17. Were your prograM's funds used to pay for any of the
transportation assistance provided _to seirticipantO
during_FY 85?__1"PROGRAM_FUNDS" REFER TO MONEY IN YOUR
PROGRAM'S BUDGET. EXCLUDE AFDC SPECIAL NEEDS PAYMENTS.)

1. C 3 Yes (CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 18)

2; C ] No (GO TO QUESTION 19) 24/8

18. How much did _your program_ spend for transportation
assistance provided to participants during that year?

Expenditures for transportation
assistance in FY 85 $

19. During_FY 1985,_ did your program rely bh AnY Of the
following_ funding sources to provide transportation
services in AdditiOn to,_ or in lieu of, services Your
program provided or paid for? (PLEASE_DO_NOT INCLUDE
SERVIC3S FUNDED THROUGH YOUR PROGRAM'S BUDGET. CHECK
ONE BOX ON EACH LINE.)

25=31/9

(1) (2)
Funding Source Yes No

AFDC Special Needs Payments [ 3 1 3 32/9

Services contributed by transit
authority--- E 3 E 3 33/9

Services p_ovided by employers [ ] E 3 34/9

Title XX- [ 1

Other (SPECIFY) E 3 E 3 36/9
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Irvey of Employment "Related AFDC

Programs In FY 1985

20. During FY 1985, was child care asnictance available to
program participants? (INCLUDE REFERRALS TO CHILD CARE
PROVIDERS, PAYMENTS TO PROVIDERS OR PARTICIPANTS, AND
DIRECT SERVICES.)

1; [ ] Yes (CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 21)

2. [ ] No (GO TO SECTION IV,_
FUNDING SOURCES ON PAGE 12.) 37/8

21; Were_your program's funds _used to pay fOr any of the
Child care assistance provided to participants in FY
1985? (INCLUDE ONLY PAYMENTS MADE FROM-YOUR PROGRAM'S
BUDGZP EITHER TO PARTICIPANTS_OR_DIRECTLY_TO_CHILD CARE
PROVIDERS; EXCLUDE AFDC SPECIAL NEEDS PAYMENTS.)

1. [ ] Yes (CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 22)

2. [ ] No (GO TO QUESTION 25) 38/9

22. During FY 1985, did your program
types of child care listed
EACH LINE.)

Type of Care Paid For

below?
pay for

(CHECK

(1)
Yes

any of the
ONE BOX ON

(2)
No

Child care center C ] t 3 39/9

Licensed/registered
family day care [ ] C ] 40/9

Unlicensed/unregistered
family_day care_or
babysitter outside home C ] 41/9

Babysitter in
participant's home ] C 3 42/9

Other (SPECIFY) [ ] C ] 43/9

10
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Survey of Employment- Related AFDC
Programs In FY 1985

23. For each_ type _of care which you checked as "yeti" in
question 22;_please indicate .the MaiciMUM aMbunt the
program would pay per month .for one child. (pLEASE
ENTER THE MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE PAYMEN"- PER MONTH TO THE
NEAREST DOLLAR. IF YOUR PROGRAM__HAD NO ESTABLISHED
MAXIMUM FOR A PARTICULAR TYPE OF CARE, ENTER "NONE.")

Maximum__Allowed
Type of Care Paid For Per Month

Child care center 44-46/9

Licensed/registered
family day care--- 47-49/9

Unlicensed/registered
family_day care or
babysitter outside home 50-52/9

Babysitter_in
participant's home $ 53-55/9

Other (SPECIFY):

$ 56-58/9

24. What were your prograt'e total expenditures for child
care assistance provided to participants duringFY
857 (INCLUDE ONLY PAYMENTS__MADEBY_YOUR _PROGRAM EITHER
TO PARTICIPANTS OR DIRECTLY TO PROVIDERS.)

Total program expenditurea_for
child care assistande in FY 85... $ 59-66/9

*80/3
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25. During-FY 85,_ did -your- program rely on any of the
following funding sources to provide child care services
in addition to, or in lieu of, services your program
provided or paid for? (PLEASE DO NOT INCLUDE_SERVICES
FUNDED THROUGH YOUR PROGRAM'S BUDGET. CHECK ONE BOX ON
EACH LINE.)

Funding-Source
(1) (2)
Yee NO

5/9

WIN funds--(e.g.i for
participants_in programs that
are not WIN demonatrations)

AFDC Special Needs Payments 3 6/9

Title XX funds 7/9

Other (SPECIFY): 3 3 8/9

IV. FUNDING SOURCES

26. For fiscal year 1985, how much
receive from each of the sources

money did your program
listed below? (IF THE

ANSWER FOR A. PARTICULAR SOURCE IS ZERO, PLEASE ENTER
"O.")

Atount Received
Source -For FY 85

Regular federal funds ,IV-A) 9-16/8

Special federal project funds 17-24/8

WIN funds 25-32/8

State funds (include state matching
and other state funds used
only for AFDC recipients) 33-40/8

Local funds
(only for AFDC recipients) 41-48/R

Other funds (SPECIFY):

49-56/8

Source cannot be readily
identified 57-64/8

TOTAL BUDGET FOR FY 95 RECEIVED
FROM ALL SOURCES 65-73/8

12
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27. During FY 85, did other programs or organizations
contribute_services _to your program at no cost to your
program? (INCLUDE, FOR EXNMPLE, EDUCATIONAL_ASSISTANCEi
VOCATIONAL TRAINING, CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION.)

I. [ ] Yes

2. E 3 No 74/8

*80/4
V; PROGRAM RESULTS

Please_describe only results that pertain to FY 85
participants who were AFDC appIicantS or recipients.

28. How_many AFDC applicants or recipients who participated
in the program in FY 85_ were placed in jobsior found
them on their own while_ in_ the program or after
completing it? (EXCLUDE CWEP PLACEMENTS; SUBSIDIZED OJT,
GRANT DIVERSION, AND WORK EXPERIENCE ACTIVITIES. IF THE
ANSWER IS ZER0i PLEASE ENTER "0.")

Number.of FY 85 participants
who were placed in or found jobs.. 5-10/8

IF THE ANSWER TO O. 28 IS 0, PLEASE SKIP TO SECTION VI,
REPORTING SYSTEMS, ON PAGE 17

29. Please estimate _the average_hourly wage level of the FY
95_program participants who were placed in_or found jobs
while in the prOgram or after completing it.

per hour 11-13/9

30; Were follow-up_ contacts made concerning_ FY 85 partici.r
pants who found jobs to find OUt if they were still
employed?

1. [ ] Yes (CONTINUE WITH OUESTION 31)

2. [ ] No (GO TO QUESTION 33) 14/9

13
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31; Did you use any of the following methods_to_monitor the
participanta Who found employment? (PLEASE CHECK ONE
BOX ON EACH LINE.)

(1) (2)
Method Yes No

Contact with all project terminees E 3 15/9

Contact with a sample
of project terminees E ] 16/9

Contact with all employers E E 3 17/9

Contact wlth a sample of employers E 3 18/9

Contact with all
terminees or emnloyers ] 19/9

Review of Unemploy. Comp. accounts [ ] [ ] 20/9

Other (SPECIFY): ] [ ] 21/9

32. Please indicate ithe _time periods during _which you
monitored_these participants, and _for each _time period
used, estimate the percentage of the participants who
remained employed at the same or another job. (PLEASE
CHECK ALL MONITORING PERIODS USED AND INDICATE A
PERCENTAGE FOR EACH PERIOD CHECKED; ROUND TO NEAREST
PERCENTAGEO

% Remaining
Monitor-ingPeriod Used Employed

1. [ ] Less than 30_days after
entering employment % 22-25/9

2. C ] 30 days after
entering employment % 26-29/9

3; [ ] 60 days after
entering employment % 30-33/9

4. C ] 90 days after
entering employment % 34-37/9

5. E ] 180 days after
entering employment % 38=41/9

6. C ] Other (SPECIFY) . 42-45/9

14
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33. For the FY as participants who found jobs, please
estimate what_ percentage remained on AFDC_ and-what
percentage went off AFDC at the tithe Of their initial
employment. (ROUND TO THE NEAREST PERCENT. ENTER "0" FOR
ZERO.)

Percentage who remained on AFDC
at time of initial employment 46-48/9

Percentage_who_went_off AFDC at
time of initial employment
(IF "0", SKIP TO SECTION VI) 49-51/9

34. Were follow-up contacts made concerning FY--85
participants who_went off AFDC dile
bUt if they remained off AFDC?

to etployment to find

1. [ 3 Yes (CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 35)

2. [ 3 NO (GO TO SECTION VI;
REPORTING SYSTEMS) 52/9

35. Did you use any of the following_methods _to monitor the
participants who _went off AFDC due to employment?
(CHECK ONE BOX ON EACH LINE.)

Method S
(Z)W No

Contact with all project terminees T--) C--3 53/9

Contact with a sample
of project terminees C 3 E 3 54/9

Check of income maintenance records
of all project terminees C 3 C 3 55/9

Check of income maintenance_records
of a sample of project terminees C 3 C 3 56/9

Other (SPECIFY): C 3 C 3 57/9

15

Page 14 3. 141 GAO/HRD.8744 Work and Welfare



Am Tend& I
Surifey of Eniploymentaelated AFDC
Programa in FY 1885

36. Please indicate the time periods during which you
monitored these participantsi and for each time-period
usedi estimate the_percentage of the participants who
remained-- off AFDC due tio employment. (CHECK ALL
MONITORING PERIODS USED AND INDICATE A PERCENTAGE FOR
EACH PERIOD CHECKED. ROUND TO NEAREST PERCENTAGE.)

% Remaining
Monitoring Period Used Off AFDC

1. [ ] Less than 30 daYS after
going pff AFDC % 58-61/9

2. [ 3 30 days_after_
going off AFDC % 62-65/9

3. [ ] 60 days after
going off AFDC , % 66-69/9

4. t ] 90 days after
going off AFDC -% 70-73/9

*80/5
5. 3 180 days_after

going off AFDC- % 5-8/9

6. [ ] Other (SPECIFY) % 9-12/9

16
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SUrVey Of EreplOthent-Related AFDC
Programs in FY 1985

VI. REPORTING SYSTEMS

37. Is your_program able to report summary_statistics about
the following demographic characteristids for all Or
most FY 1985 participants? (PLEASE CHECK ONE BOX ON
EACH LINE.)

Y'l)
(2)

riti No_
Age [] 13/8

Gender E ]

Race or ethnic origin E ]

Education E ]

Work history E 3

Length of time on welfare E ]

Number of children E 3

Age of youngest child C i

Other demographic data

(SPECIFY): - E ]

E ]

E ]

E ]

E 3

E ]

C 3

C j

C 3

38; Is your program_able to report summary statistics about
the occupational categories in which FY 85 participants
were trainedc received work experiencei or found
unsubsidized jobs? (PLEASE CHECK ONE BOX ON EACH LINE.)

(1) (2)
Yes No

Occupations trained for C ]

Occupations received work
experience in

Occupations in_which
unsubsidiZed jobs were found... [ ]

1 7

14/8

15/8

16/8

17/8

18/8

19/8

20/8

21/8

22/8

23/8

24/8
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39. Can your program provide_an_undupIicated count of the number of_FY
85 participants who received financial assistance for: (CHECK ONE
BOX ON EACH LINE.)

Transportation

Child dare

VII. BARRIERS

(2)
No

25/8

26/8

40. To what _extent, if at all, did the following potential problems
represent real _barriers or impedimenta to_ the_implementation or
effectiveness of your program during FY 85? (PLEASE CHECK ONE BOX
ON EACH LINE.)

Potential ProIems

Extent to Which This Was Real
Barrier for_FY 85 Program

(1)
Very

Great
Extent

(2)

Great
Extent

(3) (4)

Moderate Some
Extent Extent

(5)
Little
Or No
Extent

Low overall program
funding level E E C E ] 27/8

Inability to provide
adequate training or
education services [ ] 28/8

Poor_ relationships
With other programs 3 29/8

Inadequate_support
services_such as
transportation or
child care E ] 3 30/8

Client problems (such
as_poor health or
illiteracy) [ 3 31/8

Inadequate federal
guidance or assistande 3 32/8

Other (SPECIFY):

3 33/8
*80/6
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41. Please use the space below-for -any additional comments_you may
have about the barriers you identified in_question 40 or aboUt any
of the other topics covered in this questionnaire.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE AND COOPERATION.
* PLEASE RETURN THE QUESTIONNAI3E IN THE__ENVELOPE PROVIDED *

19
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APPENDIX

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Work Experience--refers to-both IV-C work experience and activitiee
in_the CommunftyWork_Experience_Program, even though the underlying
philosophies and methods of calCulating hours worked in these tWO
approaches differ somewhat. Definitions of both types of work
experience appear below.

Work Experience--a well supervised,_Structured assignment with 4
public or nonprofit priVate employer which provides the participant
with an opportunity to develop basic work habits, practice skills
learnedin classrooM _training, and demonstrate skills _to_ a
prospective employer. The state sets the number of hours worked, but
the assignment may not exceed 13 weeks.

CWEP_Work _Experiencea placement to provide experience and training
for indiVidUaId not OtherWide able to find emplOymeat PerticipentS
perform public service work with public or nonprofit private
employers in return for _their_AFDC _benefits. The_number of hours
worked_ per month is determined by diViding the AFDC grant by the
federal or statejminimum wage.

On_theb Training (WT)--4 _placement for training in which
participants are hired by the employers and engage in productive worX
while being trained.

Supported Work--a program which provides work experience _in
assignments where_ initially undemanding_work standards_are gradually
increased until they approximate those of unsubeidized jobs. Support
is provided through work assignments in crews of peers and through
close supervision by technically qualified people who understand the
work histories and personal backgrounds of their crew members;

Group JOb- Search-an activity in which participants, as a group,
receive training in job search techniques, such as resume writing and
interviewing, andi under_the supervision of the instructor, identify
and contact potential employers.

20
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Characteristics of State
cal Year 1985)

Geographic scorn

Mandatory
participation

Mandatom
los

recipients
with children No. of

under 6C participants

Funding_If limited,
number of

State/program° Coverage countlesb
Perbent

Total federal
Alabama
CWEP Limited 3 of 67 __Yes No 480 $161,382 50
Arizona
WIN Demonstration Limited 2 of 15 Yes Yet 7,547 2,599,064 80
Work supplementation/ grant diversion Statewide YeS Yes 258 640,525
Arkansas
WIN Demonstration Limited 19_of 79 Yes Yes 9343 1,645,938 90
California
WIN Demonstration/IV-A Statewided Yet No 115,000 47,000,000 79
CWEP Limited 1 of 58 Yes No _4430_ 581,436 _50
VVork supplementation/ grant diversion Limited _I of 58 _No No 98 e

Saturation Work Incentive Model _Limited tuf_56 No No 2,063 204,120 95
Colorado
CWEP Limited 25 of 63 Yes No 1,016 204382 23
VVork supplementation/ grant diversion Limited 1 of 63 Yes 782 _12 449_
Connecticut
Work cupplementationi_grant_diversktn_Lirnited 2 of 8 No No 82 151,640 42
Delaware
WIN Demonstration Statewide Yes No 2,422 1,282,755 68
Fitifrida
WIN Demonstration Stedawided Yes No 31000 8,200,243 85
Work supplementatinn/ grant diversion Limited 44 of 67 No No 139 230,390 95
Georgia
WIN Demonstration Limited 7 of 159 Yes No_ 398 4,717,110_ 90
CWEP Limited 9 of_159 Yes No 274 142,672 50
Idaho_
CWEP Statewide Yet No 1,296 1,006,000 50
Illinois
WIN DemonstrationFIV-A Statewide Yes No_ _120,000 18,510,193 77
Iowa
WIN Demonstration Limited 47 of 106 Yes No 5,641 4,184,836 72
CWEP Limited 47 of 106 Yea Yes 6 368,366 _ 56
Kansas
CWEP Limited _16 of_105 Yes _No_ 1,607 395,961 59
Job searchi_ Statewide Yes No 2,913 546,650 50
Kentucky_
CWEP Limited No No 28 _ 1,538_
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Appendix IL -
CbmaTctertstles orState AFDC Work
Programs (Meal Year 1985)

State/program°

Geographic scope
Mandatory

for
recipients

with children
under 6°Coverage

number of Mandatory
countiesb participation

Percent
partici-144n: Total federal

Milne
WIN Demonstration/IV-A Statewide Yes No _4;920 2693;664 _ ___67

Maryland
WIN Dernonstration/IV-A Statewided Yes No 19,213 5,300,000 91

WIN Demonstrationt Limited 7 of 24 Yet No 1,262 1,306,505 93
Massachuaetts
WIN_Demonstration/IV-A Stati.wide Yes _No _ __23,666 _30,00000FL 42
Michigan
WIN Demonstration/IV-A Statewide Yet Yet 109,000 34,701470 77

Minnesota
CWEP Limited _ 8 of 87 Yes No e _222,095 45

WIN Demonstration Statewide Yes Yes 10,044 986,067 90
New Jersey
WIN Demonstration Limited 13 of 21 Yes No 16,959 13280;000 90
Work_suppiementation/ grant diversion _LirnitecL _9_of 21 No N6 600 315,000_ 95
New Mexico
CWEP United 1 of 34 No No 79 75,850 78

New Ycirk
WIN Demonstration Limited 8 of 58 Yes Yesg 14,942

CWEP ted 25 of 58 Yes No 4235
Work supplementation/ grant diversion Limited 28 of 58 Yes No 338

North Carolina
CWEP Limited lOof 100 Yes Yes 1,200 504,984 45
NortkOakota_
CWEP Limited 11 of_53 No No 400 136,484 50
Oh lo

CWEP Limited 8 of 88 YeS No 2,543 1,032,662 50
Job search _ Limited_ 8 of 88 Yes No 909 486292 50
Work supplerliPntatinnif grent_diversionLinited No _187_ 205,380 48
CWEP day care Limited 1 of 88 Yes Yes 18 122,393 90

Oklahoma
WIN Dernonstration/IVA Statewide Yes Yes 19,888 5,504,083 62
Oregon
WIN Demonstration/IVA. Statewide_ Yes Yes e_13,559,204 73

Pennsylvania
WIN DémonStration/IVA Statewide Yet e 18,241,318 65
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Apliendik 11
Characteristics of State AFDC Work
Programs (Fiscal Year 1985)

State/program*

Mandatory
for

recipients
Mandato_ry with children

participation_ _under_Sc

Ftindligi-

CM-Mirage

If limited,
00Mber_Of
countiesb_

_ _No. of Percent
participants Total federal

South Carolina
CWEP Lknited 2 of 46 No Yet9 142 60,820_
CWEP day care Limited No No 76 187,963
South Dakota
WIN Demonstration/IV-A Statewide _No No 3,796 1,182,764 96
Texas
WINDemonstration/tV,-A Statewided Yet No 57;075 _1077,606 _57
Utah_
Job search Statewide _No_ No 8,000 319,701 30
Emergency work program Statewide Yes Yes 850 90,000 50
Vermont
C_WE Statewide No No 156 A13,246 50
Job search State Wide Yes No 2,500 429,370 50
Work supplementation/ grant diversion Statewide No No 305 256,392 95
Virginia
WIN Demonatration/IV-A_ Statewide Yet 20;834 6.379,885 14
Washington
CWEP Li Mited 2 of 56 Yes _No 135 121,364 50
Job seamhh Statewide Yes No 12,543 2,234,736 56
Job search' _Statewide_ Yes No 10,002 4144,373
Wast_Virginia_
WIN Demonstration/IV- Statewide Yes Yes _35,997 5,447,565
Work supplementation/ grant diversion Limited No 217
Wisconsin
WIN Demonstration Limited 28 of 72 Yet No 41644_A0,893308 9211

d'ININ Demonstration/IV-A" refers to WIN Demonstration programs combined with a IV-a program - job
search, CWER or work supplementation/grant diversion.

hFrom Office of Family Assistance; 1V-A Work Programs Status Report, 10/85 and telephone s-iurvey of
state work programs:

cPrograms listed in this column may have mandatory registration or participation for AFDC recipients
with children under 6.

dExcluding remote areas.

°Not available.

1The Employment Initiatives program, a special pilot project.

gMandatory registration only:

hA job search program serving AFDC applicants statewide.

1A lob search program serving mainly AFDC recipients in areas where WIN did not operate as well as
some recipients who were registered with WIN but not assigned to an activity.
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Work Frogram AtMties

Activities aa5ociated with work programs cluster in three groups based
on assumptions their use implies about an individual's needs. Such
activities encompass servkes for (l) job-ready participants, (2) needs
other tham skills, and (3) providing skills and education.

Services for Job-Ready Services for people needing little help to ready them for the job market
include group and individual "job search" and "direct placement." Par-
ticipants in individual job search look for employment largely on their
own; in some programs, they report to progam staff the number of
employers contacted.

Participants

Group job search often includes a workshop in such job search tech-
niques as resume preparation, interview sldlls, skill and interest assess-
ment, and identifying potential employers. The workahop may be
followed by use of a telephone bank, where participants call employers
they have identified to seek employment. For some participants, job
search workshops may serve a function more important than teaching a
client how to look for a jobincreasing the confidence of self--doubting
individuals through peer support. We observed the final day of a San
Diego workshop where participants critiqued videotapes of practice job
interviews. Mutual support was evident throughout, but particularly in
the participants' praise of one woman's progress in her interview.
Though hesitant, her performance showed increased confidence from
the first day when, the group said, she could barely explahi that she was
at the interview because she wanted a job.

In direct Nacement assistance, the program or another agency, usually
the state Employment Servke, seeks to place the client directly in a job.
While proup job search provides interaction with other participants and
program staff and direct placement involves working with a program
staff person, individual job search may be relatively unstructured and
unsupervised. The three techniques are not mutually exclusive, but may
be uSed in conjunction with each other.

Services for Needs Other
Than Skills

Another service, work experience, introduces the person to work and
.some practical experience, generally without providing new skills. Pro-
grams can choose between the approaches offered by CWEP and ww, as
well as a hybrid of the two. Under the CWEP option, AFDC recipients work
a number of hours that is usually determined by dividing their grants by
the minimum wage. They may be assigned to this activity for unlimited
amours of time. While this can be viewed as a chance to require work
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Appendix III
Work Program Activities

in exchange for welfare (workfare in its narrow sense), some programs
using the CWEP version of work experience also see it as a way to pre-
pare people for employment Under the WIN Program, work experience is
seen as a full-time, short-term chance to brush up on skillS and work
habits. Participants in WIN work experience work full time, but are lim-
ited to 13-week assignment& A program may actually practice a hybrid
of the two approaches to supplement WIN funding with uncapped Gym:.
funding. Thus, the hours worked might be determined as in a CWEP, but
the assignment limited to a specific time period.

Programs may also see work experience as a form of on-the-job training
or internship in which participants can develop skills while working for
a supervisor. Work experience may be combined with classroom
training, e.g., a New York City project alternated weeks of training in
office skills with work experience in city agencies.

Most CWEP programs have been run on a small scale. However, there are
some large CWEP _projects, including one in New York City where about
3,000 AFDC recipient& joined with about 12,000 General Assistance
recipients in a similar program, participate at any one time. This pro-
gram Illustrates the massive logistics of operating such a large scale pro-
gram, which to some extent necessitates an impersonal nature. The
program calls in about 18,000 people a month, placing them in assign-
ments through a highly organized and regimented process. People
assemble in a large room in a downtown welfare office; they may pre-
sent program staff with reasons they cannot work. Representatives of
agencies offering CWEP positions occupy rows of booths and interview
AFbc recipients, accepting them or rejecting them immediately.

The use of work experience can be controversial, raising several ques-
tions. Some critics charge that CWEP workers displace regular workers,
especially since work experience positions must be in public or private
nonprofit agencies where tight budgets make "free" workers attractive.
The cwim, approach is used most often in rural areas within states,'
rather than in urban areas where opposition from unions, welfare advo-
cacy groups, and municipal officials may be strong. For example, Pitts-
burgh and Philadelphia declined to participate in Pennsylvania's CWEP
for these reasons. Some large cities, notably San Diego and New York
City, do have CWI3PS, however.

IDemetra Smith Nightingale, Federal Etnployment and Training Policyes-Diiiingthe-Reagm
Administration: State and Izeal ReSpomses (Washington, DC: The Urban Institute, 1986),p. 69.
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Appendix Di
Work Program Activities

Critics also claim work experience is unfair to the people who perform
work of value, but are not compensated as other workers are. MDRC's
studies of several programs that included work experience concluded
the jobs were not "make work," but involved needed services.2 Some
positions actually may be the same as those of regular employees who
receive pay higher than the minimum wage, the rate by which CWEP
hours usually are calculated. Some programs, however, use the average
or_prevailing wage for a position rather than the minimum wage to cal-
culate work hours.

The third group of services assumes participants need a skill, a creden-
tial such as a high school diploma or GED, or basic education. Partici-
pants may enter education and training services because the program's
assessment identifies a need or in some cases because the client has
chosen them. These services are offered in a variety of ways. Training
may be in a classroom or on-the-job. The program itself may pay for the
training or enrollees may be referred to training under the Job Training
Partnership Act or the vocational education system.

On-the-job training is sometimes subsidized by the recipient's welfare
grant. This mechanism, called grant diversioni is now permitted under
the work supplementation authority; Our survey identified 14 states
that have begun operating work supplementation/grant diversion
projects in the past few years. An MDRC study of grant diversion projects
in six states found that these programs encounter problems reaching
large numbers of people; Although grant diversion was appealing as a
funding mechanism for an, the programs still had problems developing
jobs in the private sector, especially in finding positions for individuals
with serious barriers to employment.3

Another form of OJT often subsidized by the participant's grant is "sup-
ported work," whie't combines work experience with extensive coun-
seling and group support. A multistate supported work experiment
begun in the 1970's was found to benefit female long-term mix recipi-
ents with school-age children. (Those with children under age 6 were not

2Judith M. Gueron, Work Initiatives For WelfareRecipients: Ltssons From A Multi-State EXPoiment
(New York: Manpower DemonstratiOn ReSearCh CA:irpOtatiOn, 1986), p. 25.

3Michael Bangser, James Healy, and Robert Ivry, Welfare Grant Diversion: Lessons and Prospects
(New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1986), pp. 53-54.
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Appendix 111
Work Program Activities

included in the demonstration., These programs are expensive to
operate, however, and largely are being phased out. Our review found
supported work being offered in Massachusetts, West Virginia, Cali-
fornia, Connecticut, and New York.

Education can mean anything from one-on-one tutoring in basic reading
skills to a college education. A common strategy in programs we visited
was to encourage participants to complete a GED program. hi Oldahoma,
adult education classes leading to a GED were held at the welfare office
for participants' convenience. Some programs, however, were finding
people with reading levels far below what the classes required. A few
were experimenting with individual tutoring to try and raise skills
quickly. In one South Carolina community, local college studenth acted
as tutors. New York City contracted with a professor at Columbia Uni-
versity's Teachers College to upgrade reading and math sldlls in 6
weeks.

Staff of eight programs we visited said they would accept attendance at
a community college or 4-year college as participation. The programs did
not necessarily pay for the education, but would help participants apply
for state or federal aid. such as Pell Grant% while also supplying sup-
port servi(ms. We also found programs, however, that did not count col-
lege attendance as participation, believing that AFDC benefits should not
subsidize lengthy degree programs.

4Stenley H. Masters and Rebecca Maynard, The Impact of Supported Work On LbukTenn Recipients
of AFDC Benefits (New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1981), pp. 25, 126.
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Appendix W

WIN DEmonstration Activities

State
Arizona
Offered
% Received

Arkansas
Offered
%Received
California°
Offered
%Received
Delaware

Activities offered/Percent of clients-particiPatind
Work Supp. Voc. Rem;
exp. OJT tvork skills educ.

8 3

1 1

N

Offered Y Y N Y Y

% Received
Florida

6

Post,
HS

Ind.
JS

Grp.
JS

Dir.
Place Other

4 32 21 6

27 32 3

N

87 100

V Y Y Y

1 5 4 43

Offered Y N Y V V Y

%Received b b b b b 6 b

GOOrgia
Offered Y Y N Y Y V Y Y Y
%Received 4 3 b b b 36 41 b

Illinois
Offered y N Y Y _Nt ?
%Received 7 3 8 3 75 84
Iowa
Offered Y N N NY Y Y Y Y
% Received 11 b 2 6 22 9 b

Maine
Offered Y Y N V Y V Y V Y Y
% Received 2 6 5 8 9 17 4 6 2
Maryland
Offered Y Y YY Y

% Received b b 3 4 83
Maryland (Employment ii natives)

Offered Y Y N Y Y Y y y
%Received 28 11 31 18 6 6 57 98

Massachusetts
Offered N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
% Received .3 7 14 7 15 31 6 5 16
Michigan
Offered N Y Y? Y V N
% Received b b b b b b b

Nebraska
Offered N N Y Y Y Y y
% Received
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Appendix IV
WIN Demonstration Activities

State
NewJersey
Offered `I Y N Y Y Y Y
% Received 3 2 1

b
1 42 22 16

NOW York
Offered ii Nr V Y V N Y
% Received 3 3 3 20 b b b 47
Oklahoma
Offered Y N N N Y
% Received 10 8 58 24 1

Omgon
Offered N Y N Y
% Received b b b b b

PenneylVania
Offered Si Y N N-ii y N

% Received b b b b b b b

South Dakota
Offered Y Y N Y Y Y ?
% Received 17 4 b b b 12
Texas_
Offered N N N

% Received b b b b

Virginia
Offered Y V N V X V Y V
%Received 12 b b b b 78 15
West Virginia
Offered Y Y Y V V V Y V N
% Received 13 1_ .2 2
Wisconsin
Offered Y Y N Y

% Received 2 1 b 2 b 17 23 1011

Activities offered/Percent oi clients participating
Work Supp. Voc. Rem. Post- Ind. Grp. Dit
exp. OJT work_ _akilliseduc_HS__JS JS Place Other

Y N

Y Yes

N No

*These activities were offered by the program preceeding the GAIN program, which did not begin until
1986.

bParticipation information not available.
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